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Current Topics. 


The New Vice-Chancellor of Lancaster. 

Mr. Rocer B. Lawrence, K.C., the Registrar for the 
Liverpool District of the Lancashire Chancery Court, has been 
appointed to be Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of 
Lancaster in succession to Sir DupLey Stewart-Smitu, K.C., 
who died on the 9th inst. The appointment, apart from being, 
we have no doubt, an excellent selection in itself, opens up in- 
teresting possibilities No doubt the office is one which has 
usually gone to a well-known equity counsel in London, and 
there may be some disappointment on that. account; but 
Lancashire had in Mr. Roger LAWRENCE a capable lawyer on 
the spot, and in addition he had had special opportunities of 
becoming acquainted with the practice of the Court The 
thought at once suggests itself whether similar use could not 
be made in other directions of the vast experience and learning 
which a registrar acquires * We look upon the three volumes of 

Seton ’’ and remember that a Chancery registrar has these 
and much more at his fingers’ ends When “ Seton ’’ fails 
and a judge wants to know what the practice is. he consults 
the recistrars, and is seldom left in doubt Consider, for 
example. the late Mr. Registrar Lavie’s note on ‘‘ Committal 
and Attachment "’ in 1893, 1 Ch. at p. 259, note. There is 
learning here which, combined with the other requisite 
qualities. might well adorn the Bench In the Probate 
Division the suggestion might be even more apposite, for who 
are so familiar with the intricacies of probate and divorce than 
the registrars of that division. In the King’s Bench Division, 
indeed, the drawing up of orders has never required the same 
learning The possibility of a decree in Chancery 
accommodating itself to all the complexities of equitable 
doctrine was one of the great distinctions between equity and 
common law tut. if there are not registrars. there are 
masters in the King’s Bench Division whose learning is 
hardly equalled on the Bench And in the county court it is 
familiar that the passage from the office of registrar to that of 
judge one which only awaits a sufficiently innovating Lord 
(Chancellor for its success to be proved 


The Trusts Report. 
Tur Report of the Committee on Trusts which has just been 


issued [Cd. 9236] is, perhaps, chiefly interesting for the 
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accompanying ‘‘ Notes as to the Law relating to Combina- 
tions,’ prepared by Sir Joun Macpvonett. The Committee 
was appointed in February, 1918, the terms of reference being 
as follows ‘In view of the probable extension of trade 
organizations and combinations, to consider and report what 
action, if any, may be necessary to safeguard the public in- 
terest.’’ The first chairman was Mr. SuHorrtt, K.C., and when 
he became Trish Secretary, his place was taken by Mr. C. A 
McCurpy, who took silk recently. The report gives an in- 
teresting insight into the operation of the ‘‘ trusts’’ which 
now seem to control most, if not all, of the principal manufac 
tures of the country ; in particular it reveals a scheme by which 
work is shared out and profits pooled upon the footing that a 
manufacturer who does not wish to take his allotment of work 
draw on the pool for profits—a system which 
seems to be an intelligent anticipation of unemployment 
benefit. We gather, too, that one great advantage claimed 
for trade that they can keep home prices 
sufficiently high to enable them to sell at a loss abroad and so 
competitors. We had an that this 
when done by foreigners, as a 
highly reprehensible ethics of business no 
doubt vary according to circumstances. The witnesses for the 
associations. moreover, agree ‘hat trade combination involves 
no danger of raising prices against consumers, but consumers 
likely to believe thi ‘‘ In vain is the net 
spread.’’ It may be that the system has advantages in the 
economies re¢ co-ordinated effort, but it is a 
plausible opinion that directly competition ceases to protect the 
customer, and monopoly takes its place, the protection should 
And apart from the protection 


can, nevertheless, 


associations 1s 
cut out idea 
*‘dumping ’’ was regarded, 
practice, but the 


foreign 


are not 


ulting from 


be repla ed by State control 


of the consumer, the associations, we believe, are not clear from | 


the suspicion of adopting oppressive means of compelling dis 
senting manufacturers to come within the fold 


Trade Combinations and the Law. 

THe oveESTION of the legal control of trusts raises very in- 
teresting considerations, and we do not propose to do more at 
present than touch on Sir Jonn Macpone’s “‘ Notes.’’ 
common law, he points out, started with a prejudice against 
monopolies, especially those created by Royal grants (see The 
11 Rep. 84 b), and this took the form later 
ot encouraging individualism, and, with that end in view, of 
Mitchel v. Reynolds (1 P 
But this is in pursuance of ‘‘ public policy,’’ and 
_ said in Richardson v. Mellish (2 Bing. 
‘when once you get astride 
it you never know where it Hence judges 
have grown to be somewhat frightened of adopting this as a 
ground of decision, and they will not be reassured in a matter 
oi this kind, which is partly social and partly economical, by 
being told that’ the Courts do not even adopt the economic 
theories of their age, for it will be found that the Courts 
are rarely abreast of the latest economic teaching.’’ Of course, 
the question of judicial control of trade and associations of 
traders has arisen in various forms in recent years—in com- 
binations of traders to exclude a rival, as in the Mogi Case 
(1892, A. ©, 25); and in combinations to prevent a man from 
pursuing his lawful calling, as in Quinn v. Leathem (1901, 
A. C. 495)—but these cases do not. promise very much success 
for judicial control of such attempts. Nor does Sir Jorn 
MacponeE.Lt regard the ordinary courts as suitable for holding 
the necessary enquiries. They are skilful at applying the 
existing law as resulting from a long string of previous binding 
‘‘ they would be inept, it is submitted, if the 
investigated were complicated 
economic problems,’’ and he says: ‘‘ A judge with the usual 
experience obtained at the Bar or on the Bench would not 
presumably be qualified to conduct the necessary enquiry, still 
less a jury. It is sugested that, except for the simple class of 
cases, a tribunal framed on the lines of the Railway Com 
mission would be most suitable. Perhaps in some cases a 
Commission ad hoe would be requisite ’’—which suggests that 
Commissions with a presiding judge of an impartial and 


(‘ase of Vonopolies 
forbidding restraints on trade 
Wms. 181) 
that, as Burrovcn, J 
229,252). is a very unruly horse 
will carry you.’”’ 


decisions, but 
questions to be 





The | 


| The Act of 1919, however, does provide that the court shall 





imperturbable temper and quite an open mind—a Mr. Justice 
Sankey, in fact—may be as useful in trusts as in coal. 


Eviction Under the Increase of Rent Acts. 

In THE present dearth of houses, especially of the humbler 
sort, when a man finds it practically impossible to get suit- 
able accommodation elsewhere at the end of his tenancy, the 
question which above all others agitates the mind of the «mall 
householder is whether or no he will be obliged to quit. The 
number of applications by landlords to recover possession has 
of late been very large; but since the great majority of such 
applications are made to the county court they are very 
seldom reported, or reported too briefly to be any sort of 
guide to the principle upon which orders for recovery of 
possession ought to be made. The Acts themselves—that 
is, the Increase of Rent, &c., Acts, 1915, 1918 and 1919~ 
are far from clear, as is becoming daily more evident, and it 
is not surprising if, as has been stated, the county court 
judges, or some of them, find a difficulty in construing them. 
The original Act of 1915, section 1, sub-section 3, provides 
that no order for recovery of possession shall be made except 
on the ground (inter alia) ‘“‘ that the premises are reasonably 
required by the landlord for the occupation of himself or 
some other person in his employ, or in the employ of some 
tenant from him, or on some other ground which may be 
deemed satisfactory by the court making the order.”’ It 
will be seen that the words ‘‘reasonably ’' and “ satis- 
factory ’’ confer a wide discretion, which it has been stated 
many county court judges hesitate to exercise, at which no 
one will feel surprise who has studied the provisions of the 
Acts. The primary object of the Acts is no doubt to benefit 
the tenant, but the difficulty lies in so applying the Acts as 
to work no hardship either to the landlord or tenant, or as 
little as possible to either. The intention of the Legislature 
was, apparently, to prevent the eviction of tenants unable to 
find suitable accommodation elsewhere owing to the shortage 
of dwelling-houses, but the principal Act of 1915 does not 
expressly refer to the difficulty of finding other accom- 
modation as a ground for not making an ejectment order. 




































































consider all the circumstances of the case, including 
“especially the alternative accommodation available for the 
tenant,’’ but this only applies to an application by a pur- 
chaser of the premises since 30th September, 1917. Was this 
a casus omissus in the original Act, and do the words ‘‘ some 
other ground ’’ in that Act cover the omission? The point is 
of importance, as there have recently been many hard cases 
in which the judge, though constrained to make the order, 
has expressed sorrow for the tenants. It looks very much as 
if some amending Act were needed to meet the difficulty felt 
by the courts in dealing with such cases. And see a note of 
observations by Judge Setre which we print elsewhere 


The Legal Incidents of Joint Residence. 

form of action came before Mr. Justice 
Harrison v. Walker (1919, W.N. 146), and 
by that learned Judge with all his wonted 
thoroughness. This is to be commended all the more as the 
case was one on which a decision of fact could easily be given, 
and nine judges out of ten would have avoided a reasoned 
judgment on the principles of law involved by founding their 
verdict on the special circumstances of the case. Had 
McCarpir, J., done so, an able illumination of an obscure 
principle would have been lost. Two persons were joint pur- 
chasers of a bungalow for the purpose of residing together 
therein; there was no written agreement between them, but 
verbal understanding that there was to be 4 
consortium, One alleged that he was obliged to quit the 
bungalow because of the other’s ‘‘ threats, violence, and 
quarrelsome ’’ conduct; he set this up as a breach of the 
contract to live together, or rather of an implied mutual 
promise therein contained that neither should act unreason- 
prejudice the other’s user. For this breach he 
The unique basis of this claim is obvious, 
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a—_—_—_.7_Ire 
Certainly no light on the situation is to be found in the| Promise Implied from Acknowledgment 


authorities. But it seems clear that in order to succeed, 
the plaintiff would have to shew either that the deiendant’s 
conduct was so inconsistent with the objects of the contract as 


to amount to a repudiation of it, or else that a contract of 


| 
| 


consortium implies that neither party will quarrel with the | 
P party 1 | 


other unreasonably, or else that the defendant’s conduct 
amounted to a dispossession of one joint tenant by the other, 
analogous to the ouster of one joint tenant im a party-wall by 
the other. The facts did not support any of these possible 
grounds of claim, and the action was dismissed, but the clear 
ness with which the learned Judge illustrated the unexplored 
principles of the mutual duties appertaining to a contract of 
joint residence, renders his judgment peculiarly interesting 


Implied Repudiation of a Contract. 

APART FROM a possible suggestion that the defendant's 
alleged threats and violence amounted to an ejectment of the 
plaintiff, the point of the case lay in the attempt to shew 
that conduct such as that alleged amounted to an implied 
repudiation of the contract. For this the essential test is that 
the guilty party should act in a manner inconsistent with, or 
repugnant to the essential purpose of the contract. But 
“inconsistency ’’ and ‘‘ repugnancy’’ are difficult things to 
prove. And the plaintiff rather tried to shew something 
more than this, namely, a duty of every contracting party 
to do all that is reasonably necessary for the purpose of carry- 
ing out a contract, so that a mere negative breach of thi 
obligation—apart from positive conduct of a repugnant kind 
—can be treated as a repudiation, and therefore actionable as 
breach. Now in Mackey v. Dick (6 App. Cas. 251, at p. 263), 
Lord BuackBURN enunciated a principle to this effect which 
was accepted by the Judicial Committee as sound in Sprague 
v. Booth (1909, A. C. 576, at p. 580) Both these cases 
related to contracts of sale. In the former the buyer acted 
insuch a way as to render it impossible for the seller to 
perform the conditions precedent to the sale A. contracted 
to sell B. a digging machine, which would excavate a given 
quantity of clay in a fixed time on a ‘‘ properly opened-up 
face’’ at a railway cutting. Bb. had the 
machine unsuitable, and refused to give it any trial at all 
on the required work. It was held that his refusal amounted 
to a repudiation, and therefore an actionable breach of the 
contract to purchase the machine. In the second case, 
certain bonds were agreed to be sold, and a deposit of the 
purchase price paid. The bonds were not ready for delivery 
at the agreed date of completion, because the purchaser had 
undertaken to get them printed and did not carry out his 
undertaking. Here there was an undertaking to do something 
which could not be done effectually unless both parties did all 
that was reasonably necessary to carry it out, and the Court 
held that the purchaser’s failure to fulfil his promise was an 
mphed abandonment of the contract. It seems rather a 
sweeping decision, influenced somewhat by the fact that the 
purchaser’s conduct had been the reverse of meritorious. But 
the principle is more satisfactorily illustrated by a later case: 
Terry and Others v. F. Riddaway & Co. (Limited) (32 Rep. 
Pat. Cas. 445). Here two parties were jointly concerned in 
carrying out a manufacture which was based on a secret 
process, the property of one of them. The owner of the 
process afterwards sold it to a company without the assent of 
his co-contractor. This rendered the contract nugatory, 
and was held to be a repudiation. In all these cases, especi- 
ally the last, it is a little difficult to state the doctrine in- 
volved in terms of the common law: there is a temptation to 
drag in the analogy of equities to protect confidences and 
other constructive trusts. One of the merits of Mr. Justice 
McCarpie’s judgment is that he has contrived to find a 
sufficient justification for all these decisions without resorting 
to questionable analogies. The simple principle that conduct 
which prevents the performance of a contract amounts to a 
breach or repudiation has carried him all the way he required 


to go. 


reason to believe 





of Indebtedness, 

QUESTION whether an acknowledgment in writing 
(usually contained in a letter or other informal document) 
of the writer’s in creditor is a sufficient 
omise to prevent the debt being barred by the Statute of 
imitations (the 21 Jac. 1, c. 16) 1s often a difficult one. The 
wn by Meuutsa, L.J., in 
6 Ch. 822, 828): ‘* Either 
the debt from which a 
secondly, there must be 
thirdly, there 


THE 
iebtedness to his 
pt 
L. 
thus iald «ae 
(1871, L R 


~<igment ol 


ruie to De appue 1 1s 
Re River Stea 
there must be an a 
promise to pay to 
an unconditional promise to pay the debt, or, 
a conditional promise to pay the debt and evidence 
that the been performed. The most difficult 
cases are, of course, that fafl under the first head— 
whether a promise to pay is to be imphed from the acknow- 
The tendency of the the more recent 
in the direction of holding the acknowledgment to 


mertleoa 
Knowle 


be impied, or, 


must be 
condition has 
those 
ledgment courts In 
decisions 1s 
a promise to pay where ambiguous expressions are used, 
Three cases decided 1909. and 1918, in the Indian, 
English and Australian courts respectively, will illustrate this 
tendency In Ma Bu pre hand (1906, L. R. 33 
Ind. App. 169) the debtor had previously applied for probate 
ot his creditor 
ol those proceedings had filed a document in support of his 
application, in which he stated: For the last five years he 
and current aci with the The 
(reversing the court below) held this to be a 
There is therefore a clear admis- 
and accounts between the 
leath of Moriram. The legal consequence 
at that date either of them had a right as 
account It equally, that 
whoever on the account should be shewn to be the debtor to 
the other, was bound to pay his debt to the other, and 
the inevitable deduction from this admission is that 
respon lent acknowledged his liability to pay his debt 
if the balance should be ascertained to be against him.’’ In 
( Aendall (1909, 1 K. B. 405) the debtor wrote to 
hus creditor’s solicitors I admit | ; 
£210, but I cannot meet this liability at the moment, 
although I hope to call upon you within fourteen days to make 
a definite proposal for repayment The Court of Appeal 
(reversing Daruine, J.) held this a sufficient acknowledgment 
Buck.ey, L.J., ‘ That letter ex press 
admission of the debtor’s liability If there were nothing 
from that as matter of law an implied 
I must look further to see whether the 


Ltn} 
in 1906, 


ran Vv Neth 


will to be granted to him, and in the course 


had open ounts deceased, 
Privy Coun il 
sufficient acknowledgment: 
that 


partie at 


tnere current 
the 
that 


other to an 


sion were open 
would be 


against the follows, 


the 


oo per \ 


owe your client 


said contains an 
more there would flow 
promise to pay But 
letter contains anything which negatives the existence of that 
implied promise. It appears to me to be a request 
for time. It is a statement, not that the debtor cannot or will 
not pay, but that . . . he cannot immediately pay.”’ 
In Hepburn v. McDonnell (1918, 25°Commonw. L. R. 199), 
the debtor wrote to her creditor [ always knew and had in- 
tended to pay you a certain sum which I knew I was indebted. 

I am offering you £26 per : until the war is 
over this is the best offer [ can offer at present 
The High Court of Australia (in this case also reversing the 
Court below—the Supreme Court of New South Wales) held 
the letter to constitute a sufficient acknowledgment of the debt 
All the relevant English cases were referred to. Isaacs, J., 
I cannot read into the rest of the letter anything ‘ to 
of the implied promise arising by force of law 
from the unconditional admission. There is certainly a state- 
ment of present inability to satisfy that liability. But 
a mere statement of present inability is not sufficient to rebut 
the implied promise. ’’ 


yeal 


said : 
the contrary ’ 


Repeat Orders. 

Tue Court of Appeal has proved somewhat of a disappoint- 
ment to practitioners who hoped that in Cramb v. Goodwin 
(ante, p. 496), a useful judgment would be delivered which 
would reconcile the numerous conflicting decisions as to the 
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rights of commission agents in respect. of ‘repeat orders.’’ 
In Levy v. Goldhill (1917, 2 Ch. 297), Mr. Justice Peterson 
held that where a principal, after termination of the contract 
of agency, receives for the first time orders from clients in 
troduced by the agent, 

repeat 


the latter is entitled to treat them as 


orders and get commission in respect. of them In 


p yt 
Cramb v. Goodwin, Battuacue, J. (35 T. L. R. 314), had 
reluctantly felt obliged to follow this decision. although as 


an experienced commercial lawyer and judge he di approved of 


it as unsound in principle. The Court of Appeal has now 
taking the 


, » » 2 
reversed BaILHAcne, J by ensible view that the 


term repeat order means what it purports to mean on the 
lace of it. namely repetitions of previous orders given during 
the agency So far so good But, unfortunately, instead of 
overruling the important case of Levy Claldhill (supra). 
which conflict with the authoriti¢ and’ is umnsour d in 
principle, the Court of Appeal preferred to suggest that the 
pecial facts of that case distinguished it from ordinary cases - 
© that on these facts Mr. Justice Pererson’s deci ion might 
be sound U nfortunat« ‘ the ifference between the cases is 
reall¥ too microscopic to be readily detected : and we fear that 


Court of 
confirm the existing uncertainty of lawyers as to the wavy in 


, ly » ] |? ° 
the only result of the Appeal s view will be to 


which courts will inte rpret these contracts in particular cases 


Proof of Foreign Marriages 
A TROUBLESOME point which comes up nstantly in divorce 


} 


practice, and a >in Digamy trial ] the prool of foreign 


marriage The antiquated practice of « wlling as an expert a 


practi ing barrister of the country whose laws are in i ue 1s, to 
say the least of it, When, as often 
happens, the barrister called has long ceased to practise in hi 


I 


cumbrous and expensive 


own country and bases his opinion openly and undisguisedly 
on text books equa available to the court it elf, there is some 
thing farcical in the situation by which his evidence is legal 
proof, but that of the text book not even admissible The war 
has added a further difficulty, namely. the proof of alien enemy 
law This w i lustrated before Roe HE, J latel in Med na 


Wa Medina (ante. p 


@ civil marriage in the office of a Burgeomaster 


177), where it was necessary to prove that 


at. Leipzig is 


valid by the law of Germany No German lawver was avail 
able. So Mr. Justice Rocuge intimated beforehand that he 
would accept an affidavit by an English lawyer a quainted with 


German law, and granted leave to give formal proof of the 


] 


marriage by affidavit And in i! ora ey 


admitted in Brice 


dence Vas 


BR e (reported else where) 


Larceny and Communio Bonorum. 


Ir is not very often that the Court of Criminal Appeal adjourn: 
i difficult point for rehearing before the full Court When 
it does so, it may be taken for granted either that a legal 
subtlety of exceptional difficulty has arisen, or that the matter 
in issue has become very important 
criminal jurisprudence. The latter, we fear, is the explana 


tion why this course was taken in Rex v. Creamer (35 T. L. R 


n the actual practice of 


281) The point was whether the paramour of a woman who 
converts her husband's property “to her own use can be 
convicted either of being an accessory to larceny or ot receiving 
of this kind, unfortunately, have been 
very common during the war, just as have been cases of un 
faithfulness on the part of soldier And the decision 
of the Court of Criminal Appeal has since been followed, not 


stolen property Case 
pro} 
wives 


only by the Court itself in a later case of a similar nature. but 
in several instances by magisterial benches. 

The facts of Creamer’s case were simple and sordid The 
appellant, a Canadian soldier, had been the paramour of an 
absent soldier’s wife. She was left by him, when he went 
abroad, in custody of his life-long savings. £692 in Treasury 
incidentally a curious 


that savings bank 


notes and gold 


illustration of the fact 
have not yet completely superseded the old 
practice of hoarding on the part of thrifty working men 


spent it in going about with the appellant and giving him 
present soth were prosecuted and convicted at the 
Folkestone Borough Sessions, but both convictions have now 
been quashed by the Court of Criminal Appeal. 

Now, three interesting questions of law are raised by the 
case The first is whether the woman could herself be 
found guilty of larceny under sections 12-16 of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, as reproduced by section 36 of 
the Larceny Act, 1916 If so, then on proot of guilty know. 
ledge by the soldier he could be convicted either of larcen or 
of receiving, according to his part in the transaction. Now 
the Recorder who tried the case seems to have taken for granted 
that in such circumstances as the present the wife could be 


convicted But that is not correct At common law 
husband and wife were one person in law; there was a 

mmunio bonorum between them: and neither could be con- 
victed of stealing property which was part of the commun:tas: 
Rex v. Streeter (1900, 2 Q. B. 601) The Married Women’s 


Property Act, 1882, di olved the communio honorum, ind 
enabled a married woman to take legal proceedings for the pro- 
tection of her property against her husband. But it did not 
permit eitner spouse to prosecute the other for larceny unless 
the theft was committed on desertion, or with an intent to 
desert Now here the wife was living at the matrimonial 
domicile and receiving separation allowance in respect of her 
husband's absence on service, She had not terminated the cvn- 
<ortinm between them, and evidently had no intention of! so 
doing; on the contrary, she had deceived her husband as to her 
conduct and as to the disposal of the strong box ; she wished 
to remain entitled to the support and privileges of 
Rk. v. King (10 Cr. App. R. 44). It was therefore impos ble 
to argue that she had been guilty of larceny with intent to 
desert, and so far as she was concerned that disposes of the 


a wil¢é 


Sut two other questions arise in the case of her co-defendant 
It was ingeniously argued before the Court of Criminal Appeal 
that, although a wife cannot be convicted of larceny of her 
usband’s property except in the special case provided by the 
tatute, yet she is in law guilty of larceny whenever she takes 
which would amount to 
enly point is that she is 
protected from prosecution. If she is guilty of larceny, 
although not capable of legal punishment, then the goods 
become stolen property, and a receiver can be convicted of 
but unsound. To begin 


property under circumstances 


larceny in the case of a stranger; the 


receiving them This is ingenious, 
with, it creates a position inconsistent with the nature of our 
riminal jurisprudence. The essence of a criminal act is sin ply 
that it pun hable with criminal sanctions; an act not so 
punishable is not within the category of crimes. A criminal 
act, of course, may be protected from prosecution by some 
tatute of limitations, ¢.9 offences under section 12 of the 
Criminal Law Amendment Act of 1886 But the act at 
ome time punishable, and this makes it criminal. 

Another objection that nothing in any of the 
tatutes suggests that this is the position. The incapacit of 
the wife at common law to commit this crime is unquestion 
ible But the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, was an 
Act to remedy an alleged grievance of married women, not an 
Act to amend the criminal law ; and except in so far as sections 


12 to 16 create new offences by husband and wife, it does not 


however, 1s 


extend the sphere of criminal law to conduct by either spouse 
not previously « riminal Section 36 of the Larceny Act, 1916, 
in no way extends or alters this principle. There is, therefore, 
no larceny, punishable or unpunishable, to be imputed to lier 
conduct in taking and converting to her own use her husband's 
chattels It follows that there can be no 
* receiving of these goods: R. v James (1902, 1 K. B. 540) 

But a third question still remains. Might not the soldier 
be himself convicted on a charge of stealing the goods himself, 
if he accepted the user of property which he knew was not |s 
paramour's, but her husband's? As a matter of fact 
there was no sufficient evidence that the appellant did know 
that the woman had no right to the money she spent on him, 
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goods and 





She broke open the strong box containing this money and 
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although he might reasonably have suspected so in the arcum- 
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him stances. But even if he had known this, some doubt exists as] taken into account that possibly this is too wide a statement of 
the to whether he could be guilty or larceny The essence of | the rule to be of any practical use, but it is difficult to frame 
yw larceny is the asportatio or ‘‘ taking away "’ of another person's | any gen rule of the kin hi all be at once concise and 
roperty, without claim of right and with intent to deprive | accurat | le Blunde v. Step : the } int F did 
he him of the property therein. But here the asportatio was com- | actually recove ul e defendant's breach of con 
be mitted by the woman ; the prisoner did not assist her, but only | tract t 1 ma é il only ise ha 
ied received the fruits of her act He was not even present wl \ / , 
of the property was taken, in which case he would have been a 1919, A. C. 368), where 1 uintiff 
ae principal in the second degree, and might have been convicted iH Lor to be entitled to | y al ction 
r —just as a man who tells a child to take certain goods and ! t not to re el bstantia ul Phis 
»w walls while the child obeys him is himself guilty of larceny a tle f ait vit recentiy in these column in 
ed a pring ipal, and not as an accessory But the defendant wa A r Maintenance f i4 Some the diffi 
be clearly not a principal on the facts of the present case And, t tt ettl the House mi were 
uw of course, he could not be an accessory either be re ol pol that art . Ul el been brought 
a after the fact, because there was no principal offender whom | to hee bs é ' eal h in the 
" he could aid or abet Court \ : 
The decision of the Court of Criminal Appe therefore tg alk = tay elie a 
n’s dearly sound. Curiously enough, a strange chain of events |“? ‘& fhe plaintll e1 ‘Syl y — Ce yo 
und happened in connection with the appeal The paramour ; ; , ate ~~ 
ro appealed against his conviction, the woman at first did not. |” = pasa ecsnes, 4 Aes veh Br ' nests ] : = 
not But when the Court qua hed the man conviction on the * ery — = , a : “ ' po 
ess ground that the woman had not committed any crime, it was |{ syagtaneionggen oe ryan - 
to clear that some steps would have to be taken in her case. The] ~ 0 ee te ea ane meer - 4 ol 
ial Court might have adiourned the hearing to allow of an appeal | ~ ; : ett = 
er being entered, out of time, on her behalf; but t was not | Pa" me oo ie qsatont — hes 
done. On the contrary, they recommended her to place her | > : a ams ” ; thee — parse: sprang nen " wou 
sO case before the Home secretary, who, under sect n 19 of the - eged, | My Bq = 
el Court of Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, still can advise exercise |)” mr. W ions = " — ri mg 
ed of the Prerogative of Mercy by the ©: vhether or not . regan ar 0 ee age 
e there has been an appeal But, on ippeal to him, the Home eet ona? — — ' . ae 4 “ hal 
ble Secretary is authoriged by that Act to refer an pplication to "7 | = De - = ae. “ the ra x8 - ry ss 
to the Court of Criminal Appea f he considers that course oy a pt se PARN Sew vie 
the expedient. We understand that this course has been in fact], ) : pap tage anger: op ote appcateis pig 
adopted, and the woman’s appeal came formally before the | ey = — sar ea e.- _ 
int Court at a subsequent date, when the conviction wa of course “ = o : - - - : | . ae pris 
eal quashed: KR. v. Jane Tidey (C. of Cr. Appeal, April 14). It |‘ py Ca ig ge tig legge Bsn oe egy sae 
or is obvious that the existence of many cases resembling F. vy. | , - x. aed a re. = ; \ a ota — been 
the Creamer (supra) on these facts suggests that the law require WW ere omer ; 1T\. held i. te aa “ 
Kes some amendment in order to restrain a form of crime that i eo pahete ag fright bei ty paar OP ear i ’ 
to peculiarly mischievous, since it undermines confidence in the — : a va ae : a ; " a c* os ms ] : 7 “ ao ow rm 
is security of married life. But the exact line of remedy is not = ae PLE Boge lie - am ; ; te the re 
ny easy to sugyvest. Simply to treat husband and wile as ‘ , . P 4 é ; : ; | , btn } . 
ods independent individuals and leave them open to prosecution by pow te P na ry a f as’ , el ¢ , ee 
of each other whenever a stranger could be prosecuted, would g ve a ‘ amy" é' 4 . ie we * re - ; i ee . 
in rise to innumerable petty prosecutions for triv ial acts in cases rae é; a ‘ a ne 2 ; ‘ we + rs ve ry a of 
ur of jealousy or spite. The only safe rule is to restrict’ prosecu 7 . ' Teas 
ly ky as at peri. 2% to acts committed by a spouse who clearly, ; = Bann : aps b.. 2 sive ss fom, ddd , rm : Saas 
30 is treating the married tie as wholly nugato1 But an 7 a r p ” ~ i ; a - tit ary , bs 
nal adulterous spouse is guilty of this in at least as great a degree = i os ; 1. ahh Ragan , 
me as one who deserts the other, and it might not be unreasonable ¥" : . : he oa p ‘| ps ‘ , +} ’ i} 
the tc amend section 36 of the Larceny Act of 1916 by extending | , “- o : , . ‘ +] ze . 
at liability to prosecution for larceny to unfaithful husbands or It ’ eit of ot al o = , . . od ‘ nel 
wives who aggravate their adultery by spending on a paramour | ;,, an 7 : * a ; - , ; a ard . 
he the property of the other spouse Such a crime. by whichever A a aye Pv a ail 7 , , ‘ 
of sex committed, is essentially a very mean form of crime, and ; Korie Ay 7 , ; “ae ' he 
n in cases like (reamer’s a very cruel wrong to the injured party. | ,},,. ¢, 6 “y ve “9 zi ARID afte ah | So leah 1 th the 
an | 
Ce 
ns . 7 
ot Limits of Damages for Breach of | 5 hie Seaton as 
isé j . . ‘ 
+) Contract. r , noli Che libel could not be tre i na 
re; One general rule on the subject of the amount of damages or frau ent act, and even if it were to be r the 
er tecoverable by a plaintiff in an action for breach of a contract i} the words of Scrutton, L.J reing 
lh. entered into by the defendant is that embodied in the well- | all agreement especially such agreement errides 
es known ease of Hadley v. Barendale (1854.9 Ex. 341)—that the 1 ' ’ is to crimina t 
damages must not be too remote. The rule has always been On quest N het 2 
er held to be singularly difficult to apply. Another rule, that rded, the ¢ rt of A lready 
i even more difficult to apply, has recently been brought int ) ed, and to tl { ly 
: prominence is the case of Weld-Blundell v. Stephens (1919, 1) / ; / Veu M one respect 
ct K. B. 520). This rule, stated in the most general terms, i ly e the plaintiff substantia t though 
os that a plaintiff cannot recover damages by way of indemnitv | held technically entitled to bri Lf In each case 
m for his own wrongdoing. There are so many exceptions to be | substantial damages were denied the plaintiff, on the ground 
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The Peace Co ference. 


| Che proceedings of the Paris Conference have not been pu 
sufficient fulness to make it practicable to present a 
f them ina useful form, but now that they have resu 
handing rermany posed terms of the Treat 
may be w h while to z mpt a summary of then 
“iy not ced the opemng of the Conference on 
general regulations made for its proces 
the second plenary 
tablishment of a Leagu 
ishment at the same n 
whes of the Laws of Wa 
and on Ports. Waterways 


various Commissions has been since 


Conference, and it was remarked « 
at the Conference would develo] 
is difficult, indeed, to see ho 
various problems which aros« 
way 
hese was the League of Nations Con 
f their work the whole result of 
because the nature of the problem 
all be solved within any reasot 
himut « . it \ a | uling a lvantage of the Le« vue 
at t 4 le f ystponed for later consideration b 


wue;: ane vartly cause it was only the establishment 


eagie stify the promise that the Conference wouk 


| 
I 
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idea should iim of the Conference was made at an early 


and diy adhered to. Other Committees were estab 
those mentioned above, and besides Cor 
s of a general nature, numerous Special ( 
to deal with territorial problems | 
was to submit such matters to the examinatior 
sion, and then, when the points at issue betw 
ned were defin tely established, to dex ide them 
presentatives of the Great Powers 
se made of the League of Nations idea was 
of mandates issued by the League for the 


rsight of backward nations. The matter arose 


n connection with the German colonies, a1 
ruary it was stated that mandates had 
he Samoan Islands, German East Africa. ar 
rica. Meanwhile the Inner Council, wl 
1 of ten—two members of each of the 


continually to hear claims, chiefly on the part 


; 


ons, and it also sent delegates to various storm 
to endeavour to ¢ mi pose local quarrels In this 
ates in February to arrange disputes between t 
Czecho-Slovaks as to the Teschen district : the recog 
nition by Great Britain of the independence of Poland was, it 
be observed, notified to the Polish Government at Warsaw on 271 
bruary ; and early in March a Commission was sent to inquire 
the differences which had arisen between the Italians and S 
A month later came the mission of General Smut 
but that seems to have had no success 
ms by the Council of Ten appears to have con 
-bruary, when M. VENIZELOs appeared on bel 
in a claim that Constantinople should either 
administered by the League of Nations. Th« 
sment of the claims of the Czecho-Slovak Republi 
wruary); of the Arabian claims of the King of Hedjaz ( 
; of the claims of Belgium (11th February); of 
of the Administrative Council of Lebanon (15th 
February): and of the Serbs. Slovenes and (¢ its (18th Februa 
On 19th February the sittings were suspended owing to the attac! 
on M. Cremenceav, but this was only for a short time, and on 21st 
February the claims of Denmark in regard to Schleswig w 
heard. At the same time trouble was coming to a head in Trans} 
vania between the Hungarians and Rumanians, and propos 
which came to nothing, were being made for submitting to Presiden 
Witson’s arbitration the disputes between Italy and the Jug: 
Slavs in respect to the Adriatic coast. Then followed the heari 
the claims of Albania (24th February), of the Jugo-Slav cla 
und of French proposals in regard to Morocco (25th February), a1 
f the claims of Montenegro (5th March). On 8th March the 
Council took up M. Tarprev’s report dealing with the treaties 
f 1839, which regulated the Belgian frontiers and the internationa 
position of Belgium, and decided that, since those treaties had 
harmed Belgium, and had failed to give her any effective guarantee 





Hence the resolution that the League 
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of neutrality, they should be subjected to general revision, and 
Holland should be called upon to state her views as to the method 
of dealing with those treaties; and on llth March consideration 
was given to the situation in Poland. 

With the Inner Council engaged in these interviews and 
deliberations, and the various Commissions daily at work, it does 
not look in retrospect as if time was being wasted, and yet it was 
undoubtedly felt on all hands that greater momentum was required 
if disaster was to be averted Mr. Wirson had temporarily 
gone back to America—he returned on 14th March—and by 13th 
March only one report of a Committee had been presented to the 
Secretariat—that on the Greek claims. The Conference, it was 
said, was marking time as regards big decisions. The famine in 
Europe was growing in intensity, and revolution was spreading ; 
moreover, differences of opinion between the Allies appeared to 
be developing, and it can be said with some certainty that this 
was so in regard to the Danzig question, while matters were clearly 
approaching a rupture between Italy and the Jugo-Slavs ove 
Fiume. One result was that the Council of Ten ceased to sit, and 
about 25th March the Council was reduced to four—M 
Cremenceav, Mr. Lioyp Groree, Mr. Witson and Signor OrLtanpo 
—and it was decided that no further statements should be made 
to the Press. When Mr. Witson withdrew, because the Secret 
Treaty of London was none of his, and Signor OrRLanpo proved 
impracticable and went off, the situation became dangerous, and 
the danger was only averted by the necessity for handing the peace 
terms to the Germans—a necessity which had the effect of bringing 
Italy with creditable haste into the Conference again. 

Some weeks before these last occurrences the Conference had 
recognised the importance of dealing with the food situation by 
establishing a Supreme Economic Council, to consist of not more 
than five representatives of each interested Government (10th 
February). ‘This was intended to decide immediate economic 
questions arising during the Armistice period, and was to be kept 
distinct from the proposed Economic Commission of the Peace Con 
ference. The necessity of taking prompt measures was emphasized 
from many quarters. There was Sir Joun Beave’s statement 
published on 5th March :—‘ The conditions are so bad that it will 
be extremely difficult to prevent widespread famine both in South 
Eastern Europe and in Germany, even if the most vigorous 
measures are immediately adopted.”’ Sir Jonny Brare had taken 
an active part in setting up the Supreme Economic Council. There 
was the statement of Mr. Ronerts, the Food Controller, made on 
his return from Paris, and published 17th March :—‘ There can 
be no question that in many districts of Europe there is actual 
famine, and that in others famine is imminent. The Supreme 
Economic Council, meetings of which I have been attending during 
the week as one of the British representatives, are fully alive to 
the situation, and are concerting emergency measures for affording 
immediate relief.” Just before this, on 10th March, General 
Pivmer’s message from the occupied area—Cologne, we believe— 
had startled the Council of Ten with the news that the spectacle 
of the sufferings of German women and children were likely to 
be too much for the discipline of the British Army. A month later 
Mr. Hoover, in a report on Russia (Times, 14th April), estimated 
that 200,000 persons were dying monthly either directly or in 
directly owing to lack of food, and that the state of affairs was 
rapidly getting worse. But it is unnecessary to lengthen this 
recital. The Conference and the Supreme Economic Council were 
now alive to the situation, and at the twelfth meeting of this Coun- 
cil, on 15th April, the Director-General of Relief submitted a review 
of relief measures effected by the United States, Great Britain, 
France and Italy during the month of March, through the means 
of the Council, which shewed that supplies amounting to 338,000 
tons, to a total value of £22,256.000, were distributed during the 
month, and the Council considered the measures necessary to 
increase the supplies and shipping for the following months 


(To be continued.) 








Correspondence. 


Central Foundation School, Cowper Street, E.C. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—Knowing that your journal is widely read by members of a 
profession in which many of our Old Boys are engaged, and in 
which I am glad to know many are doing remarkably well, I make 
bold to ask for a small space in its valuable columns for the 
publication of this letter. 

I want to appeal to the Old Boys of the Central Foundation 
School, Cowper-street (there must be close on twenty thousand of 
them in London), to re-establish their connection with their old 
school, and I am sure that the fact that steps are being taken to 





7 raise a memorial to their school companions who have fallen in 


the war will form a strong inducement, and no doubt they will be 
glad to learn particulars of the scheme 

Most of them, I think, wi emember me, and I shall be glad 
f they will send me a letter or a postcard (to the s hool) giving 
their names and addresses, to send them all particulars 
led that the memorial shall be 
t will pl ibably take the form 


with inser bed paneis oF tablets 


lay Say that it has eel 

of the school building 
delled entrance hall 
nclude some much-needed improvements in the Great 
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BELL v. SIR W. G. ARMSTRONG, WHITWORTH & CO. (LIM.). 
No. 1. 6th and 7th May. 
AnistiIna Ovr or THE EMPLOYMENT 
1Tr1ON WorkrER-— Meat INreErvAL--\Visit To 
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make j it an accident arising out of the employmert nt, the absences from the 
vessel must be in pursuance of a duty owed to the employers It 
appears to me that th it is hortly stated, the result of the decided cases 
It is a line of decisions which lays down a drstinctly workable rule upon 
the construction of an Act, the obs« urity of which is exceedingly great, 
and I should be unwilling in any way to interfere with it And at 
p. 730 I cannot. in the state*of the authorities, assent to the further 
proposition that was made to the effect that if a man goes on shore 
lawfully for a purpose which must have been contemplated as one of the 
purp yses for hich he would go on shore, that makes him on shore upon 
the ship's business, or pursuant to any duty owed to his —— 
There was no difference between leaving the shi; to go ishore and leav 
the employers’ premises on shore to go elsewhere rd Wrenbury said. 
in the same case The man was bound to get provisions to sustain 
himself during the next journey of the vessel. It seems to me, from 
the stipulation that he was to get his own provisior this consequence 
ensued—that the master was bound to give h.m reasonable facilitses for 
going to buy them from time to time, but it does not follow that when he 
was buying them he was dischargi any duty towards his employer. 
It appears to me that this accident did not arise out of the 

employment, that it did not result from any obligation which had to be 
satisfied in order for him to perform the duty f his employment 
That seemed to be al olutely applicable to the present case And in 
Davidson v. M’ Robb (1918, A. C. 304), Lord Atkinson took an illu 
tration the case of a servant who was run over in the street whil valk 
ing there for his own business or pleasure, as compared with that of a 
ervant who was run over while walking there on some errand on which 
he had been sent, and said that the authorities established that in the 
former case he would fail to recove If the servant was in the street, 
either for his own pleasure, or for some necessary purpose of his own, 
even the purpose of obtaining food, he was there on his own bus‘ ness, 
and not in respect of any duty which he owed to his master Under 
those circumstances, his lordship was of o m that the judgment of 
the learned judge was right, and that it we nr be extending the pro- 
visions of the Act far beyond any limit to which it had already been 
extended to say that in a case such as the present, where the employee 
was proceeding to obtain food, and possibly rest, off the employers’ 
premises along a public street, the maste1 hould be liable for an 
accident to the ervant It made no difference that the canteen. or 
place of refreshment, was provided by the employers, and that they had 
invited their employees to use it The appeal, therefore failed, and 
should be d smissed 

WARRINGTON and Dukr . delivered judgment to the same effect. 
both referring to the judgment of Lord Parker in Parker Ownera of 
the Nhip Tlack Bock supra CouNSEL. (Con paton, K.C., Thesiger, 
and Hdgar Dale Righy Swift, KA and £E Veynell SOLICITORS. 
Hewitt, Woollacott, d Chown, for F. 8S. Rhodea & Bethell-Jor Man 
chester; Collyer-Bristow., Curtia d ¢ for #. Sheriton Holmes. New 
castle-upon-Tyne 


[Keported by H. Laneronn Lewis, Barrieter-at Law.] 


REDFORD v. SIR W. G. ARMSTRONG, WHITWORTH & CO. (LIM) 


No. l. 15th May. 

WorKMEN's COMPENSATION ARIstInG Ovt OF THE EMPLOYMENT 
(cerpent To Munrrion Worker In Meat INTERVAL—CANTEEN Pro 
VIpED BY EMPLOVYERS—FALL ON STAIRS—WoORKMEN’s COMPENSATION 
Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1 (1 

1 munition worker left the works where she wae employed during the 

dinner hour. wu rdance with the rude nad he ing gone out into the 

atreet. went to canteen provided by th nployera in another part of 
the works, which all the u men empl ee ue invited, but not obliged 
fo u Liter the inner hour she wa descending a fight of atone 
af ps from the nteer in order t return to her work. when she al pped 
and austained a broken ankle 

Held that the wlent ar ‘ f if / n the COUTRE 0; the 
employment 

Blovelt Saw 04.1 A.-B. 271) applied 

Bell + Sir W. G \rmeti Whitworth & ( Limited supra 
diatingu shed 

Appeal by the em ioyers irom a decision of the county court judge at 

Manchester Che applicant, Gladys Redford, was employed in a 

machine shop at the employer Manchester rks. At 1 p.m., when 

the hooter sounded, all] the employees had to leave the works and go 
outside during the dinner hour. The ild go home, or anywhere they 
liked, but a number, including the apy int, anole vent to a canteen 
provided by the company for their women workers. To reach this they 
had to go up the street a short distance, enter the works again by another 
door, and ascend a stone staircase of twenty-eight steps to the canteen 
which was above the company's ambulance room During the supper 
interval on the night shift the canteen could be entered without going 
out into the street, but the doo separating the two parts of the works 
was locked during the day Shortly before 2 p.m the applicant, 
intending to return to her work after dinner, was des ending the steps 
when she slipped and sustained a fractured ankle The county court 
judge held that the accident arose out of and in the course of th 
employment. The employers appealed 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal 

Swivren Eapy, M.R., having stated the facts, proceeded : The case 
was one where the accident happened on the employers’ premises, in that 











part of them set apart for the employees during their meal ieter val 
and where they were entitled to be at the time that it happened. The 
Court had been pressed with their decision given a few days ago in 


Bell v. Sir W. G. Armatrong, Whitworth & Co. (Limited) In his Jord- 
ship's judgment the present case was wholly different. Aell’s case was 
a case of an ordinary street accident. Here the accident happened on 


the employers’ premises, though not on that part of the premises where 
g done. In the ordinary case an employer was not liable 
ident which happened to one of his employees. rhe 


work was be n 
street ac 
of the present case was governed by the decisions in such cases 


tor @ 


rineciple 
a Wlocelt vy. Sawyer (1904, 1 K. B. 271), where a bricklayer, while 
sitting down and eating his dinner, was injured by the fall of a newly- 
built wall upon him; or Morris v. Mayor of Lambeth (22 T. L. R. 22), 
vhere a watchman was injured while eating his dinner by the 
fall of a shanty upon him; or Rowland vy. Wright (1909, 1 K. B. 963), 
where a teamster sitting in a stable and having a meal was bitten by 
table cat. The case was quite different from that of Brice v. 
} re ird Lloyd Limited) (1909, 2 K. B. 804), where a workman met with 


an accident when taking his supper sitting on a hot-water tank, a place 
had no business to be In the present case the accident 
ippened on a part of the employers’ premises which, by an implied 
term of the contract of employment, the employees were at liberty to 
In his lordship’s opinion there was ample evidence on which the cot 
rt judge could find, did, that the accident arose out of and in 
the course of the The appeal would be dismissed, with 


osts 


WARRINGTON and 


here he 





as he 
employment 


Duke, L.JJ., concurred.—CounseL, Wingate Saul, 
K.C., and Meynell ; Holman Gregory, K.C., and Eastham. So.icrtors, 
Collyer-Bristow, Curtis, Booth, Birka, & Langley, for R. Sheriton 
Holmes, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; A. FE. Pratt, for Brooks, Marshall, & 
Woon, Manchester. 

[Reported by H. Laneronp Lewis, Barristerat-Law.) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re RIVERS. PULLEN v. BIVERS. Eve, J. 30th April. 


\ DMINISTRATION—-ANNUITY—REVERSIONARY LeGacy—state DistRt- 
sUTED—FuNp Ser Apart To ANSWER ANNUITY—ORDER MADE IN 
PLAINTIFE's ABseNCe—DepreciaTion of Funp—Liapiity or Re- 
ipuARY LecaTees To Rerunp 
Under the testator’s will the plaintiff s mother was entitled to a life 


iunnuity, and at her ae ith her children were entitled in equal shares to 

of £200. In an administration suit a fund was set apart to 

for the annuity, and the residuary estate was distributed The 

t apart proved to be insufficient for the payment of the rever- 
ary le yacies 

Held, that the legatees were entitled to follow the axscta 

nto the hands of the residuary legatees 


a legacy 
provide 
fund so ¢ 
reve? 


810Hn0T Y 


In this action the plaintiff sought to recover the amount whereby 


r share of a reversionary legacy fell short of the sum she w uld 
have received had the estate been distributed in the usual course of 
idministration. Under the will and codicil of the testator tlie plaintiff's 
mother. Mrs. Brown, was entitled to a life annuity of £8, and at her 
death her children were entitled in equal shares to a legacy of £200. 
The testator died in 1863, and in 1 an administration decree was 


m further consideration in 1873 it was ordered 
‘ 


mage. By the order 


that £266 consols ag be carried over to the — account ot 
Mrs. Brown, and dividends applied in keeping down the annuity 
Other annuities were provided for in like manner, and the ultimate 
residue of the estate was carried over to a residuary account and in- 


ile. 


vested, and the dividends ordered to be paid to Harriet Rivers for 


She died in 1885, and the residue then became divisible, subject to 
pro’ igion be ng n ide for the legacy of £200 to Mrs Brown's children 
In July, 1885, the amount standing to the credit of the residuary account 
was ordered to be paid out to the restduary legatees, and William 
Rivers received one-third of the sum. In 1904 Mary Williams, another 
wnuitant, whose annuity had been secured by carrying over a like 
ymount of consols to that carried over to the annuity account of Mrs 
trowr died, and there became payable to her only child a legacy of 
£200. By an order of 1st July, 1904, the fund so carried over was 
ordered to be sold and the surplus proceeds, after providing for the 
unnuity down to the death of the annuitant, and for the legacy to the 
child, were ordered to be paid to the residuary legatees. These orders 
were made without notice to Mrs. Brown or her children, who could 
therefore, be bound or prejudiced by proceedings to which they 
were no parties 
Eve, J., after stating the facts, said Mrs. Brown survived the testator 
many years, and died in 1917, when the proceeds of the fund set aside 
to answer her annuity constituted the only ,outstanding estate of the 
testator, and were insufficient to pay costs, duties and the legacy to 
her ildren. The amount of the plaintiff's share in 'the distribution 


fell short by £18 or so of the sum to which she was properly entitled, 


uid this action has been instituted as a test action with a view to 
establishing her right and the right of other persons interested in the 
wacy to recover the deficiency from the residuary legatees, If this 


were an action in which the facts were such as to justify the defendant 
in relying on the lapse of time as affording by analogy to the Statute 
of Limitations a defence, 


it may well be that the decision in Re Robinson 
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(1911, 1 Ch. 502), on which Mr. Edwards relied, would have been an 
answer to the plaintiff's claim; but he has candidly admitted that the 
facts here leave no room for any argument founded on the Statute, and 
his real defence is that the plaintiff is seeking to make the residuar) 
legatee liable for any unforeseen loss where a fund adequate at one 
time to answer the claim of the legatee has become inadequate by reason 
of circumstances which have arisen since it was set aside. He contends 
that at the date in 1870, when the sum was appropriated to the mother’s 
afinuity, and again in 1885, when payments were made to the residuary 
legatees, and finally in 1904, when the Williams’ annuity determined. 
there was a sufficient fund in hand to meet the reversionary legacy, and 
that in these circumstances it would not be right to make the residuary 
legatees anaweraible for loss due to the unlooked-for depreciation which 
has since occurred. The plaintiff does not admit that the fund in ques- 
tion was ever an adequate provision, and if this were established it 
would, of course, dispose of the defendant's argument as just stated 
but I think there is another and shorter answer to } 








that the 
fund never wag set aside to provide for the legacy. It was appro- 
priated to answer the annuity, and for that purpose only; and although 
it may well be that the residuary legatees believe that it afforded a 
sufficient retention to provide for the legacy 
moneys on account of residue on that footing, IT do not think it is open 
to them, now that their belief as to the sufficiency of the fund has been 
falsified, to rely on the existence of this fund, set aside, as I say. to 
of the annuity and nothing else, as a defence to 
this action. In my opinion. the defendants admitting assets sufficient 
to satisfy the claim of the plaintiff, she is entitled to recover {he differ 
ence between the sum she actually received in respect of her share in the 
legacy of £200 and what she would have received had the testator’s 
estate been distributed in due course of administration, and if the 
figures cannot be agreed, an inquiry must be directed. The defendants 
must pay the costs of the action —Counset, Sanver; Johnaton Edwards 
Sorictrors, A. FE. Cubison; H. G. Kenyon. for Albery, Lucas, & Beres 
ford, Midhurst. 
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(Reported by 8. BE. Wirviams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 


BRICE v. BRICE. Horridge,J. 9th May. 


Divorce—Practice—Wire'’s Suit—MarRiaGs IN GERMANY—PROOF 01 


MARRIAGE 


The ce riifcate 
Germany wll be accepted as evidence of the marri mje wf the certificate 
of the civil ceremony is, under the cir 


In this undefended suit Mrs. Bertha Nora Irene Brice, whuse maiden 
name was Hoffa, prayed for a divorce trom Major Mitford Montefiore 
Brice on the grounds of his desertion and adultery. She said she was 
married to the respondent on 23rd January, 1914, at the register office of 
Berlin, Wilmersdorf, Prussia, and on the same day a religious ceremony 
was performed at the Evangelische Dreifaltigkoets Kirche, Berlin. Her 
husband and she lived together in Germany, in India, and in England, 
and there were two children, aged four and three years. In March, 
1916, she wrote and told her husband that she was about to have 
another child, and on 23rd March she received a letter from him saying 
that if she was really going to have another 
with her again. She went to see him at once, and he definitely refused 
ever to come back to her. In May, 1917, she heard from the War 
Office that her husband was in hospital in France. She wrote to the 
matron of the hospital asking how he was. Shortly afterwards she 
received a letter from her husband in which he said: ‘I may say 
definitely that I refuse ever to return to you A mistake committed 
is a mistake, but a mistake persisted in is criminal idiocy. If you 
make inquiries you will find that I stayed at the Piccadilly Hotel in 
the third week of January of this year with someone other than your 
self.’’ Evidence was given of the respondent’s adultery. Dr. Ernest 
Schuster, a doctor of laws of the University of Munich and a member of 
the English Bar, said that he had examined the certificate of marriage 
produced. It related to the ceremony in church and not to the pre 
ceding civil ceremony. The regular mode of proving marriage in the 
German courts was by production of the certificate relating to the 
civil ceremony, and the certificate relating to the religious ceremony 
would not be accepted as evidence unless the non-production of a civil 
certificate was accounted for. The German Judge, however, had a dis 
cretion as to the evidence which he might receive. No clergyman 
under heavy penalties, might perform a religious ceremony of marriage 
without satisfying himself that a civil ceremony had been previously 
performed, and he (the witness) was himself satisfied that such a civil 
ceremony had been performed in this case. It would be very difficult 
at present to obtain a tertificate of the civil ermany 

Horripce, J., accepted the evidence in proof of the marriage as 
sufficient, and he pronounced a decree nisi, with costs, and the custody 
of the two children.—Counset, Wright. Sourscrror, L. M. Parkin 


[Reported by O. G. Tataor-Ponsonsr, Barrister-at-Law.] 


relating to the religious ceremony of a marriage im 


cumstances, not prom urable 


eremony from ( 


hild he would nevea live | 


Justici 


‘CASES OF LAST SITTINGS 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re WRAGG WRAGG e. PALMER. P. 0. Lawrence, J. 
| 26th March; 7th April. 











Witt-—Trust ror Conversion—Power to Postpone ConvVERSTON-- 
INvesTMENT CLAvse—Reat anp Persona Estate—APPROPRIATION OF 
Rear Estare or Testator to Serriep SHares or Resipve 
Whe vill nrained frust for aale ar 1 power to trustees to 
tetai ; nta the testat yhe di t his death, and a power 

f f f f ifr f f f 4 f Tha poods share ‘. secu 

| fie ) ; ; eatment i whutanoerver / and wheresoever aa 
| J f foen all 1 think fit. but - / fain real eatate or te 
| upp? / frit 

Hleld. that the truatees were authorized to pur hase real estate, and 
under the power to vary and transpose investments they had a power 

f aale r real extat purch wed mad accordingly uld make a 

lid } y if " 

This was an originating summons to determine whether the trustees 
could appropriate parts of the testator unsold real estate in or 
towards satisfaction of the settled shares of the testator’s daughters 
under h will The facta were as follows The testator devised and 
bequeathed to his trustees the residue of his personal estate and all 
his real estate upon trust for sal vith power to postpone the sale 

| duris ich period as they shall think fit, and to hold the net proceeds 





ertain trusta for al! his hildren in equal shares, and 


| he settled the share of each daughter upon trust for her and her chil- 


dret The will, by clause 8, authorized the testator’s trustees in their 
discretion to continue anv investments the testator might have at his 
deat notwithstanding they might not be of the nature of trust 
| investments ; and clause 10 of the will empowered the testator’s trus 
tees t nvesat any money forming part of the trust estate in or upon 
such stocks, goods, shares, securities or other investments of whatao 


heresoever as his trustees should in their uncon 


rolled discretion think fit; and there was an absolute power to vary 


er nature and w 


such investment There was no express power in the will to retain 
real estate unconverted, or t appropriate real estate to the children’s 
settled shares, but the evidence went to shew that the appropriation of 
| such real estate would be beneficial to the infants The testator died 
} 1917, leaving seven children, one of whom subsequently died. Two 
| of the daughters are married, and have infant children All the tes 
tator’s debts and funeral and testamentary expenses have been paid, 
| and the trustees desired to appropriate the net residue of the testa 
tor realt ind personalt ind lis vy took out this summons 
P. O. Lawrence, J., in the irse of a considered judgment, said : 
On t if nat chro r ¢ ise and 10 of the will the trustees 
ere authorized to purchase real estate as an investment, and under 
the 1 wr ts rv and transpose tmente they had a power of sale 


over the real estat« o purchased and consequently they can effect a 
valid ppropriation of the testator’s real estate in or towards satisfa 
tion of the dauvhters’ settled «hares in the residuary estate Couns! 


H. Johnaon Hildyard: Owen Thomnaon. KC... and Bethel: ¢ J 
Churel SoLicrTror tudrew, Wood, Purves d& Co.; Long & Gardiner 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division 


WILLIAMS v. LETHEREN. Div. Court. Ist April 


JURISDICTION INFORMAI SERVICE OF SUMMONS ADJOURN 
MENT OF Hearninc—Fresn SumMMONS ow SAMe INFORMATION—PLEA OF 
(Avrrerors Acgurr—Sate or Foop anp Druas Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vict 

( 51 0) UB-SECTION f 
{ summons issued hy satice n an information under aection 20 of 
the Nale t Food and Drugs Act, 1899, waa served informally owing to 
th non-service therewith of a copy of the analyat’s certificate The 
juaticea her rd the zecond saummona frat and the defendant pleaded 


autrefois acquit thereto, but the juatices ruled against the defendant 


Held. that the saticesa had juriadiction to taaue the aecond aummona, 


and that aa the firat summona had not heen finally disposed i when the 
econd snmons we heard, the defendant had never heen im pe ri on 
the ft f aummor and waa theretore not entitled te plead iutrefois 
‘ if 

Case stated by Swansea Justices Letheren, an inspector under the 
Food 1 Drugs Act, 1899, preferred an information against the 
appellant, Sarah Ann Williams, under section 20, sub-section 6), of the 
ct for having, on 12th July, 1918, sold milk under a false warranty that- 
it was pure whereas it was deficient in butter-fat about 41 per cent 
The information was heard on Wth October, 1918, and the justices con 
cted the appellant and fined her £20. The facts as stated in the case 


shewed that the information first came on for hearing on 9th October, 
1918. but before any e sence was given the ay pel int’s solicitor objec ted 
to the proceedings on the ground that no « of the analyst's certificate 
had beer with the summons upon the appellant He applied that 
] dismissed, but the justices decided to adjourn 
: 
; 


the summons should be 
the hearing uatid 31st October, 1918, to enable the respondent to with- 
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IN 
AN 


Form 
AFFIDAVIT KINDRI 
APPOINT A 


OF QD 


FORTUNE 
WHERE 


AND 
RECEIVER 


First 
is 


SUPPORT OF 
AFFIDAVIT 


SUMMONS 
REQUIRED. 


TO 


In the Matter 


of Deponent 
no occupation 
: suffix 


make Oath 


The descrip 
* or ‘* Spin 
] of 


not anit 
Say 


and as 


r as the 
vidower 
. 
ear 
Patient 
ped 


( 


ire [(c) State 
gree should be avoided.] 


nearest 
1) 
2) 
(3) 
4) 
(4) The Patient is 
65) The Patient d short description of Patient's 
position in life (for instance, Colonel in the Army, Stockbroker, Grocer, 


Bank Clerk, Farm Labourer)]. 


years of age 


i / State 


1 COpy of the analyst ' 


The respondent took 
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leaded autrefois 
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justices 
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“~ 


T. 


Ju 


To 





a) 


6) The Patient is now at the Asylum. 

the day of 19 (or residing at , 

lhe freeholds, copyholds and leaseholds belonging to the Patient 

specified in the First part of the Schedule hereto (or the Patient 

d to any freeholds, copyholds or leaseholds). 
persor property other than leaseholds (e) 
the 


He was taken 
there on 
7 
tle , 


il Lie) 


- 


} Strike out 
Patient is specified in the Second part o 


‘ 
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if 


belong g to 


edule 
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Will 
» died 


present 


ieTelo 


9) Patient is tenant for life of the residuary estate devised 
of 


yn 


the 
T Trustees 
cc teases 


1 


of said Will are 
uid descriptions of the Trustees). 
property, of Patient is tenant for life under the s 
is specified in the Third Part of the Schedule hereto. 

10) The I the Patient is £ a year. 

(11) The capital of the Patient does not exceed £2,000 (g) [(g) TI 
paragraph is wanted in Cases where the income exceeds £100 a y« 
vpat il is leas than £2,000 ° 
f the Patient amount 

f Schedule hereto 


e the f) Uf) Set out names, 


‘ of which the 
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net income ol 
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fT) The 
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r for as the case may be) 


T he Si hedule 
Part I. 
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lds and Leaseholds (/) [(4) Strike out what is not 


Part II. 
Personal Property (other than Leaseholds (7)) [(i) Strike out if non 
Il. 
is tenant for life. 
Part LV. 


{(j7) Strike out if none). 


Xe 


PART 


' 1 
Property of which Patient 


De J 
sworn 


Form VI. 
SERVICE oF First SUMMONS TO 
Title as I.) 


(AFFIDAVIT OF APPOINT RECEIVER 


in Form 


a a) Fi 
Gentleman 


Widow 


address and full description of Deponent. The descrip- 
” or “ Esquire ”’ or of “ no occupation ’’ or ‘‘ Spinster 
Married Woman ’’ is not sufhoient). 
make Oath and say as follows: 
day of 19 at 
vbove-named Patient, 


or ~ 


I 


o'clock 
A.B., 

of 

in this matter, dated the day 


delivering to and leaving with him personally 


at 


by 


Sum nyons 


Summons so served bore an endorsement, of which tne 
low 1 » correct set out the endorsement) 


&e. 


COPY 
Sworn 
Form VII. 

MASTERS OTHER THAN FIRST 
Title in Form I.) 

Let all parties concerned attend the Masters at Room 213, Royal Courts 
Justice, London, on day the day of 

lock in the noon on tl g of an application on 
hare state application is made and its 


SUMMONS BEFORE SuMMONS. 


as 


ie hea rin 
behalf the 


1€ part rf mn whaoae 
ject 
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This Summons was 
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19 


t of 
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Fill in namea of Respondents, if any). 


Form VIII. 
APPEAL FROM 


Insert title of 


I 


NoTicE OF ‘N ORDER OF A MASTER, 


the Proceedings. ) 
that 


TAKE NOTICE 


desires to appeal to the 

or Certificate or Direction) of the Master made 

in this matter dated the 

part only is appealed from add so far as it directs that ) 

And that he intends to ask that the said Order (or Certificate or Direc 
may be discharged (or varied) and that it may be ordered that 
Dated the day of 


dge from the Order 


given 


Signed) 
Solicitors for 
and to Messrs. 
his Solicitors. 


(Signed) 
Dated Ist May, 1919. 
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War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


London Gazette of 16th May contains the yllow addit 
iatters printed below 
1. An Order in Council, 
E> portation Prohrbition Proclamation 
of iron and removed from 
added to the excepted forms ol OCOm 
2. A further Notice that | 
Act, 1918, have been granted to certain 
lhe present lst contains four names 
The London Gazette of 20th May 


ed except those printed below 


dated 6th May 
Mith Ma 


steel are Class ‘ 


cenbces ull 


Orders in Council. 
EXPORTATION PROHIBITION 
{Re itals ] 
read at the Bo. 


lowing effect 


(nd whereas there was this day 
from the Board of Trade to the fi 


That the artic'es indicated i the 
1917, as amended and added to by 
and iby the Proclamations dated respect 
ber, 1918, and the 12th day of Mare 
to be exported to all destinations in 
foreign countries in’ Europe and 
France and French Possessions, Italy and 
gium, Portugal, Greece, Serbia, Roumania 
Js'ands, Spain, Morocco, and Palestine and Syr 
a line from Alexandretta to Aleppo ‘inclusive, an 
the Hejaz Railway inclusive, Czecho-Slovakia, Alsac: 
the portions of AustriadHungary and territories 
of the Rhine in the occupation of the Armi 
Governments, and to all ports in any such for 
be prohibited to be exported to al 


’ e nuutries ‘ 
destinations in European Russ 
and in other foreign countries in Europe and on the Mediterrane 
except France and French Possessions, Italy and Italian Possess 
Belgium, Portugal, Greece, Serbia, Roumania, Iceland 
Faroe Islands, Spain, Morocco, Palestine, and Sy 
as a ‘ine from Alexandretta Aleppo inclusi 
as the Hejaz Railway Czecho-Slovakia 
Luxembourg, and the portions of Aust a+Hungary 
on either bank of the Rhine m the o« upation of 
Associated Governments, and to al] port ' 
countries 
Now, 


tk into « 





therefore, their Lordships hav 
onsiderat on, are plea 1 to 
that the same be upproved 

Whereof the Commissioners of His 
and all other persons whom lt may 
govern themselves according’y 


16th May 


THE AIR FORGE ACT (STATUTORY AMENDMENTS) ORDER, 
1919 


Whereas by sub-section (3) of section 12 of the Air Force (Constitu 
tion) Act 1917, it is provided that where by anv E 

ths passing of that Act any amendments are made in the 
the corresponding amendments shall be made in the Air | i 
subject to such modifications and exceptions as His Majesty in Coun 
same to the Air Fore: 
1919, certair 


actment paseed lel 
Army A 
r Force A 
may Ceclare to be necessary for adapting the 
And whereas by the Army (Annual) Act 
the Army Act have been made: 
Now, therefore, His Majesty, by and with 
Council, is pleased to declare and order, and it 
wdered, as fo'lows 


amendments 


the advice of His Privy 
s hereby declared and 


1. It is necessary that the amendments made in the Army Act by the 
Army (Annual) Act, 1919, should, in their application to the Air Force 
lave effect as set out in a modified form in Parts I. and IT. of the 
xhedule to this Order, and accordingly the amendments set forth 
Part I. of the said Schedule shall be made in the Air Force Act; and | 
the provisions in the Army (Annual) Act, 1919, mentioned olumn | 
me of Part IT. of the said Schedu'e shall, in their application o the 
Aw Force, have effect as set out in a modified form 
thereof 

2 





The said amendments to the Air Force Act 
shall be deemed to have taken effect 
(a) in the United Kingdom, Channel! Islands a 
as from the Wth day of April, 1919; and 
(4) elsewhere whether within or without His Majesty's Dominions 
as from the 3lst day of Ju'y, 1919 ; 
Provided that the modification of section 10 (1) of the Ar 
Act, 1919, and the amendment to section 190 of the Air F d 
take effect, and sha!!l be deemed to have taken effect, as from the 16+} 
day of April, 1919, both within the British Islands and elsewhere 
5. This Order may be cited as the Air Force Act (Statutory Amend 
ments) Order, 1919. ; 
8th May. [Gazette, 16th May 
[There is a long schedule of amendments. ] 


d the Isle of Ma 


my (Ann 
» Act 
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ROYAL EXCHANGE 
ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED A.D, 1720. 


FIRE, LIFE, SEA, PLATE GLASS, 
ACCIDENT BURGLARY LIVE 
STOCK, EMPLOYERS LIABILITY 
THIRD PARTY, MOTOR CAR, 
LIFT, BOILER, FIDELITY 
GUARANTEES 


SPECIAI TERMS GRANTED TO 


ANNUITANTS 
IMPAIRED. 


WHEN HEALTH 18 


The Corporation is prepared to act as TRUSTEE and EXECUTOR. 


Apply for full particulars of all classes of Insurance to the Secretary 


HEAD OFFICE ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C, 3. 
LAW HIGH HOLBORN, W.C. 1. 
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4th Apr 
Nos. 491 
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THE MILK (DISTRIBUTION) ORDER, 1918 
THE MILK (REGISTRATION OF DEALERS) ORDER, 1918 


Director 
I eX ‘ t reserved to iW »y the above Orders [S. R 
& O., Nos. 1246 and 1306 of 1918} and of all other powers enabling him 
in that behalf he I d Controller hereb orders and directs as 
follows 
l In these Dir t 
The expres the South-West Area shall mean the Counties 
tf Cornwal Deve Somerset and Dorset 
The expression the Industrial District shall mean the West 
Riding of Yorkshire, except the districts specified in the Schedule 
hereto 
» (a) Except under and in accordance with the terms of a licence 
} ranted im | mder the authority f the Food Controller a 
‘ pers ial t 
bu r agree to bu wv take delivery of any milk produced in 
the South Wes \ for the purpose f business without the 
irea 
Wm, ony oO i t t or take deliver f any such milk for the 
purpese of the manufacture within the area of cheese, butter, 
eam. dried mill r condensed milk for sale by wholesale 
4\ (i) Where milk is delivered by the prodacer to a purchaser from 
the buyer in accordance with the directions of the buyer, the pur 
ser | be the | rf the purpose of these 
hrectio 
Ex pt im t sse mentioned in sub-clause (+ i) the provi 
sions of ib-clause i) shall not apply to a buyer, where the 


seller's premises are without the area 


f . 


3. (a) Except under and in accordance ith the terms of a licence 
granted to him by or under the authority of the Food Controller, a 
person shall not buy or agree to buy or take delivery of any milk pro 


duced outside the 
within the district 
b) (1) Where milk is delivered by the producer to a purchaser from 
the buyer in accordance with the directions of the buyer, the pur 
deemed to be the buyer for the purpose of these 


Industrial District for the purpose of any business 


haser shall 


directions 


ii) Except in the case mentioned in sub-clause (6) i) the provi 
sion f ib-clause shall not apply to a buyer where the seller's 
premises are thin the district 

4. (a) Every application for a licence under clause 2 shall be made to 
the Secretary. Milk Branch, Ministry of Food, New County Hall, 
telvedere-road, S.E. 1, and every application for a licence under 
clause 3 shall be made to the Divisional Food Commissioner, Wesleyan 
Schools, Oxford-row, Leeds, and every applicant shall furnish such par 
ticulars as may be required from him 
/ \ licence may be ranted to such persons and subject to such 
nditions as the Food ¢ troller may determine, and may at any time 
he revoked by the Food Controllet 
These Directio shall me into force on the Ist May, 1919 
ith Apt 
The S / 
lrha i Pural Districts 
Barnoldswich Bishopthorpe 
turley-in-Wharfedal Bowland 
Earby Goole 
Goole Gt. Ouseburn 
Cuiseley Knaresborough 
Harrogate Pately Bridge 
Horsforth Ripon 
likley Sedbergh 
Knaresborough Selby 
Otley Settle 
Rawdon Skipton 
Ripon. Tadcaster 
Selby Thorne 


Wetherby 
Wharfedale 


Silsden 
Skipton 
York City 


THE DRIPPING (STANDARD OF QUALITY) ORDER, 1919 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations and of all other powers enabling him in that behalf 
the Food Controller hereby orders that except under the authority of 
the Food Controller the following regulations shall be observed by all 
persons concerned 

1. On and after the date hereof a person shall not sel] or offer or 
expose for sale or knowingly buy or offer to buy as dripping any fat 
unless it complies with the following requirements 

a) It shall have been manufactured either in the United Kingdom 
or abroad from raw-beef fat or raw-mutton fat or beef or mutton 
bones ; 

b) It shall have been so manufactured by a process other than 


the acid process ; and 





THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 


WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 
FORGET THE CLAIMS OF THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL, 


(c) It shall not contain more than 1 per cent. of water and im- 
purities (taken together) or more than 2 per cent. of free fatty acids 
2. Any fat produced by rendering, melting or treating raw beef o: 
raw mutton fats or beef or mutton bones or any other animal fats 
except lard, neutral lard, oleo oil, beef and mutton stearine and 
Premier Jus) not complying swith these requirements shal] be sold 
mily under the name and by the description of “Technical Tallow. 
3. Warranty and Certificate.J—In any proceedings for an infringe- 
ment of this Order :— 

i) a buyer shall be entitled to rely upon any written warranty 
to the matters referred to in Clauses 1 and 2, which was given to 
him ‘by the person from whom he bought the article, if he satisfies 
the Court that he had no reason to suspect that such warranty was 
untrue and has given due notice to the prosecutor of his intention 
to rely on such warranty ; 

ii) the production of the certificate of the Principal Chemist o‘ 
the Government Laiboratories or of any analyst appointed under 
the Sale of Food and Drugs Acts shall be sufficient evidence of tie 
facts therein stated unless the defendant requires that the persou 
vho made the analysis be called as a witness. Such certificate sha!! 
so far as circumstances permit, be in the form required by the 
Sale of Food and Drugs Acts. 


4. A person shall not, on the sale of any fat to which this Order 
vpplies, enter or offer to enter into any fictitious or artificial transaction 
wr make or demand any unreasonable charge. 

5. Infringements of this Order are summary offences against the 
Defence of the Realm Regulations. 

6. This Order may be cited as the Dripping (Standard of Quality 
Order, 1919. 

28th April 


THE SEEDS, NUTS, KERNBLS, OILS AND FATS (MAXIMUM 
PRICES) ORDER, 1919. 

In exercise of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations and of all other powers enabling him in that behalf, 
the Food Controller hereby orders that except under the authority of 
the Food Controller the folowing Regulations shal] be observed by a 


persons concerned ; 


1. Marimum Prices.}—.A person shall not on or after the Wth Alp: 
1919, sell or offer or expose for sale or buy or offer to buy any of the 
Seeds, Nuts, Kernes, Oils or Fats mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
at a price exceeding the maximum price for the time being applicable 
under this Order 


2. On and after the Wth April, 1919, until further notice the maximum 
price applicable on a sale of any of the articles mentioned in the 
Schedule shal!, where the sale is of not less than 1 ton, be a price at 
the rate set oppcsite such article in the Schedule. 


3. Terms of Sale.}—The maximum prices fixed by Clause 2 here 
ire fixed upon the ‘basis that : 


a) in the case of seeds, nuts or kernels, the goods are sold er 
a quay, or warehouse in the United Kingdom, and are packed 
in bags provided by the seller free of cost to the buyer, and 

(6) in the case of oils or fats the goods are sod naked ex ship 
quay, mill or warehouse in the United Kingdom, and that where 
packages are provided by the seller they may be charged for a 
current market rates not exceeding the rate of £4 per ton of « 
oy fat sold. 

(c) The expressions ‘‘ ex ship,” “‘ ex quay’ and “‘ ex warehouse 
are to be interpreted in accordance with recognised trade or P rt 
customs or usages as to the meaning of such expressions ; 

(d) The prices are subject to the observance of recognised trade 
or port custome or usages with regard to dealings in the specified 
artic'es and to the incorporation in any contract for sale or purchase 
at the maximum price of any terms and conditions as to arriving 
at weights and a'bowances for ullage which it is customary to incor 
porate in contracts for the sale or purchase of such article, and to 
the use, for dealings in any article at the maximum price, of an) 
recognised Trade Association form or contract for dealings in such 
article. 


4. On and after the Wth April, 1919, until further notice the maxi- 
mum price on any sale (other than a sale under C’ause 2 hereof or a 
sale by retail) of any of the Oils mentioned in Part II. or Part II 
the Schedule hereto shall be a price at the rate of £9 per ton in excess 
f the price set opposite such oil in the said Schedule. 


5. Terms of Sale.}—The maximum price fixed by C’ause 4 is fixed 
ou the basie that the ee are delivered to the buyer’s premises 
yroper and suitable packages provided by the seller free of cost to the 


yuyer, such packages to be returnable to the seller at the seller's cost 


6. Retail Prices.}—On and after the 3th April, 1919, the maximum 
price app'icable on a sale by retail of any of the Oile mentioned in 
Part Il. or Part HII. of the Schedule hereto shall be a price at the 
rate of ls. per imperial pint, inclusive of all costs of packing and 
giving credit, but in packages to be supplied by the buyer at his own 
expense 

7. Delivery and Special Packages.}—Where on a sale by retail the 
Oi! is delivered at the request of the buyer otherwise than at the seller's 
premises an additional charge may be made in respect of such delivery 
not exceeding any sum actually and properly by the seller fo: 





; WHICH IS URGENTLY IN NEED OF FUNDS FoR ITs HUMANE WORK. 


carriage, of a sum at the rate of 4d. per pint, whichever shall be the 
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higher, and where the seller at the request of the buyer provides any 
packagee for the Oil, he may charge in respect of such package a sum 
not exceeding the sum actually and properly paid by the seller for 
such package, or a sum at the rate of 2d. per pint, whichever sha! 
be the higher. 

8. No sale of any of the artic'es mentioned in the Schedule shal! 
except under a licence granted by the Food Controller, be made upon 


terms other than the terms on the basis of which the maximum price 


therefor is expressed to be fixed by this Order. 

9. Fictitious Transactions.}—A person shall not on a sale of any of 
the articles mentioned in the Schedule enter or offer to enter into any 
fictitious or artificial transaction or make or demand any unreasonab'e 
charge . 

10” Inter pretation.}—For the punposes of this Order the expression 
“sale by retail ’’ shall not include any sale where the tota! amount of 
Oil sold by the same se'ler to the same buyer in any week ending oi 
a Saturday midnight exceeds 28 lbs. 

ll. Revocation of Orde te -As from the 30th April, 1919, the Edibi« 
Oils (Maximum Prices) Order, 1919 [S. R. & O., No. 215 of 1919), is 
hereby revoked, but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect 
of any contravention thereof 

12. Penalty.}—Infringements of this Order are summary offences 
against the Butenes of the Realm Regulations. 

13. Title.}—Thie Order may be cited as the Seeds, Nuts, Kernels 
Oils and Fats (Maximum Prices) Order, 1919. 

28th April. 

The Schedule. 


Part I 
Seeds. Nuts and Kernels Per ton 
Copra £46 
Cotton Seed ‘ ‘a . wis . £19 
Palm Kernels £26 
Ground Nuts .. oa , £2 
Part II. 
Crude Oils. 
Cocoanut Oil £70 
Cotton Seed Oi! - fos o és .. £00 
Ground Nut Oil £78 
Palm Kerne! Oil £52 
Part III 
Refined Deodorised Oils 
Cotoamut Oil ‘ Sa val os £82 
Cotton Seed Oil (Home Produced £75 
Ground Nut Oi £90 
Palm Kernel Oil £64 
Rufined and Finished Common Edible Oils 
Cotton Oi! (Home Produced)- £71 


NOTICE OF REVOCATION AND SUSPENSION. 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon ‘him by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations and of all other powers enabling him in that behalf 
the Food Controller hereby orders as follows: 

1. The Orders mentioned in the first column of the Schedule are 
hereby revoked as from the Wth April, 1919, to the extent specified 
in the second column of the Schedule, but without prejudice to any 
proceedings in respect of any contravention thereof, 

2. On and after the 3th April, 1919, until further notice cattle 
feeding stuffs may ibe dealt in free from the restrictions imposed by 
the Cattle Feeding Stuffs (Licensing) Order, 1918 [S. R. & O. No. 102 
of 1918). 

29th April. 

The Scheduli 
Order Revoked. Extent to which 
revoked. 





S.R. & O., No. 1224; The Oils, Oil Cakesand Meals Only so far as it re- 
of 1917. | (Requisition) Order, 1917. lates to Oil Cakes, 
Mea!s & residues. 
8.R. & O., No.1316| The Cattle Feeding stuffs The wh Ie. 
of 1917. (Committees) Order, 1917 
8.R. & O., No. 58! The Cattle Feeding Stuffs | The w ole. 
of-1918. (Requisition) Order, 1918. 
8.R. & O., No. 173| The Cattle Feeding Stuffs | The whole. 
of 1918. (Maximum Prices) Order, 
1918. 
S.R. & O.,No. 1308} The Cattle Feeding Stuffs | The whole. 
of 1918. (Distribution) Order, 1918. 








NOTICE OF REVOCATION 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations and of all other powers enabling him in that behalf, 
the Food Controller thereby orders that as from the 30th April, 1919 
the Orders specified in the first colamn of the Schedule hereto are 
hereby revoked to the extent specified in the second column of the 
Schedule, but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of any 
contravention thereof, 











NEW ANNUITY RATES. 


The attention of Solicitors is called to the newly 
revised and highly favourable rates for Annuities 
now offered by the CENTURY. 


Correspondence Invited. 
SPECIMEN RATES. ANNUITY PAYABLE HALF-YEARLY. 


For each £100 of Purch ase Money. 





Ave not less 
than 


Females. Males. 
60 £8 10 6 £9 9 10 
65 918 6 it 2 1¢ 
70 i se 13 8 6 








‘* A strong, well-managed concern.’’— Financial Times. 


‘One of the most conspicuously prosperous Offices of the present 
generation.”—Jnsurance News. 


**One of the best-managed Insurance Companies in Great Britain.”— 
Impressions. 


‘Originality and enterprise have marked the operations of the 


CENTURY throughout its career.’—Post Magazine. 


CENTURY 


INSURANCE COMPANY LIMITED. 


London Office: 27, Queen Victoria Street, E.C. 4. 
HEAD OFFICE: 18, CHARLOTTE SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 





The Schedule 


Column |. Column II 


-- Name of Order Extent to which revoked 


' 


$.R.& O., No 1134] The Oil Splitting | The whole Order 


of 1917 | Order, 1917 
8. KR. & O., No, 1225 The tlardened | The whole Order 
of 1917. Fat (Requisi 
tion) Oraer, 
1Di7-. 


S.R. & O., No, 1226! The Seeds, Nuts | The whole Order, except so far as 
of 1917 ans Kernels | relates to shipments of castor 
Rey ui ition seed, ground-nats, linseed, palm 

Orler, 117 and palm kernels in respect of 
which the Ocean Bill of Lading 
is dated before the 18th March, 
1919, and to shipments of other 
seeds, nuts or kernels in respect 
of which the Ocean Bill of 
Lading is dated before the 15th 
March, 1919. 

The Vils & Fats | Che whole Order, except so far as 
(Requisition), relates to shipments of premier 
Order, 1917 jus, oleo oil, oleo stearine and 

tallow in respect of which the 
Ocean Bill of Lading is dated 
before the 28th January, 1919, to 
shipments of palm oil in respect 
of which the Ocean Bill of 

Lading is dated before the } 1th 

March, 1919, and to shipments 

of any other oils or fats in 

respect of which the Ocean Bill 
of Lading is dated before the 

15th March, 1919. 

8.R. & U., No. 656] The Home Melt The whole Order. 
of 1918. | Tallow and} 

| (Greases (Maxi- 

mum Prices) 

Order, 1918. 

8.R. & O., No. 1196, The Bones(Maxi- The whole Order. 
of 1918 mum Prices) 

Order, 1918 


| 
| 
} 


S RK. & O., No. 1311 
of 1917, 
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o ) .. Bale er tha i sale In ‘Done i any spirits elsew ere than Y : 
In a puwhlic ‘bar ensed premises, the strength of the spirits shall Y ; 
be bly marked where s A sale is by bottle cm i label noo dhe t 4 CARRINGTON &Co. : 
the bottle, and where such spirits are sold otherwise than by bottle o G Co rt an 1] : 
a Inbeb attached to the receptacle in which such spirite are delivered Y u ewellers, ; 
tinh than ceeds ol tad ale ie ib big snk tite Qian an 7k 130, REGENT STREET, : 
oli the | ubiic bar are of one strength, it s al be » salliclent com q: LONDON, W.1. ; 
LCE Q — Ceauat is respects Sp s of that kin to state that y: . 
fact together with the strength and the maximum price therefor on a N: are prepared to undertake : 
prominent positio mae mempey Speed. in. N: Valuations for Probate, : 
8: Sampler of Analysis.|—A person authoriaed in that behalf by the N: Insurance «Family Division. 
Foot ntroller or a Food Committee t rocure for analvsis sane rae ; : 
of spirits on sale in any licensed premises shall have all powers, of N: EXPERTS WILL BE SENT i 
procuring samples conferred by the Sal of Food and Drugs Acts, and N: ANY DISTANCE. ; 


sell the same to him according], 
9. Certif ate made, charges stricily moderate 
Pinoient | h a. ys — product the certificate of the TELEPHONE NO 
welated under le Government Laboratories or of an analyst REGENT 3727 8 3726. 
sppointed under the Sale of Food and Drugs Acts shall be sufficient 
evidence of the facts there n stated unl 1 
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PLIRITS (PRICES AND DESORIPTION) ORDER, 1919 10. Defence.}—If in any proceedings against a licensed trader for 
P charging a price in excess of any maximum price applicable ander this 





ise of the powers ¢ »nferred ipon him by the Defence of the 


d ther powers enabling him in that behalf Order it is proved that an offence has been committed, but the defendant 
orders that except inder the thority sortase : 
‘ wi vemniot shall be observed by a tnat he purchased the spirits in question from a person who 
ne oe . sold it as spirits of a kind or strength which justified the price 
ved by the defendant; and 
! ” ] 0 upply ly to Spirits ol 4) that he had no reason to: believe at the time of sale by him 
Column | Schedu this Urder that the kind or strength of the spirits was such as prevented t! 
ed premises by rlain measu A being sold at the price charged ; and 
se na p of any elsed premises that he has given due notice to the prosecutor of his inter 
y reputed quar tle, or by reputed pint tion to rely on the provisions of this clause ; 
il measure, or by one-half, or one third, or one t lefendant shall be entitled to be discharged from the prosecutior 
‘ xt part - qua a nhogyiu ll. (/earance right« not to he bought or sold. A person shall not 
i need premi a) A person | sell or buy or offer to sell or buy an authority for the delivery of spirits 
ying | from bond anted or to be granted by the Commissioners of Customs 


su x tule ou pirite la ad ated ere ntioned . 12. False statements \ person shall not on any invoice or other 
strength set opposite tt ! pirits in ¢ int Ll. of tuat Sehedule are jocument make or knowingly connive at the making of any false stat 
n gale by measu the public bar of such premises ents as to the strength of spirits 
os , hy - _ sian is 13. Offers A person shall not sell or buy or offer to sell or buy any 
spirits at a price exceeding the maximum price applicable under this 
4. Mag j th than to trader On the occasion | Order, or in connection with a sale or disposal or proposed sale or disposal 
fa sale than le ti licensed trader for thé} of spirits enter or offer to enter into any artificial transaction or make 
purpo ‘ vile e maximum price shall |be r demand any unreasonable charge 
1) On as puwhhie ba consumption on the premises, 14. A rtaanmment of price.}—Where by this Order a maximum price 
the pi “pp vie cording to P l. of the Se 1 Schedule; and | is prescribed for spirits of a stength of 30 degrees under proof and 
hy O ' 1 pre elsewhere than in a public bar, | spirits of a different strength are being sold, the maximum price of t 
I suit no e premises the | cé applicable acct rding to spirits fa trength of degrees under proof shall be increased 
Part LU the Second Schedu nd reduced proportionately to the increased or reduced percentage of proof 
0 he! used premises or elsewhere for ]| spirits in the spirits which are being sold 
~ a6 — a | e applicable according to 15. Interpretation.\—In this Order 
Par I] t » i tu . . " . . : 
» Maximun to trader 7) > eteseien of & me , Che expression ‘‘ Food Committee "' means a Food ¢ ontrol Cor 
siehctin ton ee teat oh a ee rdf Peco: - mittee established under the authority of the Food Controlle 
I t { purpose s trade he maximum The expression public bar means any bar on licensed | 
oe price applicable according to the Third Scuedule mises, except such bar or bars in which, prior to Ist April, 1918 
6. ft ght trader t) Un the casion of a sale by any beer was not sold at (or at less than) the prices set out in the Beer 
person o t less tha quarter casi spirits in bond to a li enst d Prices and Description) Order, 1917 
rader » purchased spirits on bond terms from such person in the Che expression ‘ sell ’’ shall as regards a registered club have the 
ear 1916 naxunum p e sha be t p e applicable ac rding to same meaning as the word ‘‘ supply ¥ 
a) of P J the Third Schedule, p ded that a licensed trade The expression “sold in bulk’ means sold for delivery in 
may att pal ; vholly waive his rights under Cask OF jal 
this Clause The expression ase means 12 reputed quart bottles, or 24 
h) F purposes of t Clause a sale on “ in bond terms” shall reputed pint bottles 
‘ Seer 
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The expression “‘ licensed trade means any person holding ; 
licence to deal in intoxicating liquors, whether by wh ! éé >) J ee ? ” 
SL andl Gee asds @ pamoen Grice ‘ol us Wee ne Pelmanism and the Law. 
Army Canteen Board or of a registered « lin € ay ition 
of this Order to Scotland, a pers holdi ( heat detines = tie . yy = — 
n Part VII. of the Licensing (Scotla: ct 190 ral " | By a Me mobs I ot the Bar. 


Licensing Court 








The expres 
I nported Dr anal 
The expressi 
gin 
Whiskey 


a distinct 


include 
clubs and 
f @ perso 


Licensing 


spirits ol 
) the sale of spirits f 
oiced or paid for bef« 
iii) the sale of spirits 
in Lreland 
17. The Spirits Prices and 
ked as on the Ist May l 
respect to any contravention t] 
Tnfringe nents Infris 
ces against the Defence 
19. Tithe and co encen 
the Spirits (Prices and 
This Order shall « 
Mth April 


Exports to European Neutrals, 


[he Board of Trade a yun 
and after 25th Apri vil ! 
imported lo ihe rt 
quantitative restmotion 

For the present, existing 
guarantees against rr export 
remain unaffected by this rel: 

*.* This announcement cas 
than war material t 


contiguous to Lrermany 


Societies. 
Gray’s Inn. 
On Thursday, the 15th ins he Grand Day of Easter T 


the Treasurer f the Lord 
of the Be enter linner the 
cb Kintore, Viscount 
Ard Colebrook d ; 
Atkinson, Lord Shaw of Dunfe 
Lord Wrenbury, Lord Buckmast« 
Schuster. 
The benchers present in addition to the \ re : 
Mulligan, K.C., Mr, Justice Lush, Mr. W. ’ Larnal K.( 
Justice Duke, Mr. Edward Clayto K.C Mr esey cnox, K.f an 
Just e Atkin, Sir William ryne . ~B My Montague 
Sharpe, Judge Ivor Bower uma ‘ i, Bart 
M.P., Mr 1. W. Samuels ..C ith the Preacher (the Rev 
R. J. Fletcher, D.D ) and the nde reasurer (Mr. D. W. Douth 


Waite 


The Society of Incorporated Accountants and 
Auditors. 


The Council of the Society of In rporated A intants and Auditors 
have unanimously elected Mr. William Claridge, M.A. (W. C aridge & 
pal Bradford), and Mr. Ge rge Stanhope Pitt (Bolton, Pitt and Breden 

ymndon, t he respective < es of resident d vice sider for tha " aa — rel 
Soni to the respective offices of president and vice president for the | readey j LICITORS’ JOURNA ho a he Pelman Institute, 

g year. met ury Str , : l. [AbvT. 
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Union Society of London. 
SESSION 1918-19 


. The Uwenty-hith meeting of the society was he d in the Middle Temple 
Common Room on Wednesd Ly 21st May, 1919, at 8 p.m The subject 
for debate was That, in the opinion of this house, Germany and her 
Allies should be made to pay the tolal cost ol the war.’ Opene r, Mr 


W. E. Thomas pposer, Mr. H. S. Nichols | 


motion wae lost 


The Increase of Rent, &c., Acts. 


Judye Selle on Thursday avs the Weatminster Gazette i a case 
ut Marylebone County Court. rewarding possession of a house, said 
Why there should be this deartn of houses I onfess | do not under 
stand Of course building has been su pende 1 during the il but 
unhappily the population has been ery seriously reduced by the 
casualties in the war And | don't understand why the accommoda 
tion which was euffiment in 1914 is not ne sufficient for the reduced 

population of 1918 

His honows lded that hatever de ion he gave would inflict 
hardship on one of the partie and he considered that Parliament had 
placed an insoluble problem before the courts. The Act of 1919 pro 
vided that the ivt had diseretion in onsidering especially the 
alternative accommodation available to the te nant,’’ and his le " was 
that the burden of proving that such accommodation was available lay 
on the owner of the house seeking possession He did not think the 
plaintiff had discharged that burden, and therefore in the present case 


there would he judyment for the defendant 


Parcel Post to Germany and Austria 
in Allied Occupation. 


The Post Office states that uninsured parcels contaming artic'es, such 
as foodstuffs, clothes, boots, &c., for the personal use of the addressee 
but not parcels sent for commercial purposes, can now be accepted from 
a'i parts of Germany in Allied occupation at the following rates f 
postage 

Not exceeding 3 Ib ] ld 

Over 3 lbs. and not over 7 Ibs ls. Sd 

Ove 7 be und nat er ll the 2s. Od 
Mair. Service TO AUSTRIA 

The restriction under which no print d matte with the exception 
of newspapers, cou'd be sent to Austria has been removed. The follow 


ing classes of postal packets are now transmissible Unregistered post 
cards and letters (which should be posted without fastening down the 
flap of the cover), unregistered sample packets 


ind unregistered packets 
containing printed matter of anv kind 


is Sinks af Saal Milian 


The following letter appeared in the 7'imes of the 19th inst 

Sir,—May I presume to supplement the plea of the present Lord 
Erskine in to-day's 7'imes for the removal of the statue of his i)lustrious 
ancestor Lord Chancellor Erskine from the quietude of the library of 
Lincoln's Inn to the livelier regions of the Courts of Law? -Erskine’s 
career was essentially that of a man of action He is chiefly remem 
bered not as a great judicial personage, but for his stirring and eventful 
life In the Roy al N ivy in the Army, at the Bat (where he has ac hieved 
immortal fame as an advocate), and in Parliament. It is in a busy scene 
of ever-varying life and activity such as the Courts of Law that the 
statue of a man who, on his elevation to the peerage, chose for his 
motto ‘‘ Trial by Jury,”’ ought to be. I cannot but think that if Erskine 
could speak he would echo the wishes of his descendant, and select as 
the most suitable site for his statue the sphere of active work at the 
Bar in which he himself delighted. A saying of his at a time when 
class distinctions created social barriers which it is now. in altered con 
ditions, difficult to realize is stil] remembered No man in the court,” 
he said, ‘‘ need be ashamed to belong to such a protession as the Bar 
For my part, of a noble family myself (a younger son of a tenth eari), 
I felt no degradation in practising at it It has added not only to my 
wealth, but to my dignity.’ f : 

Dublin, 15th May J. G. Swirr MacNer 





VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all 
Policy Holders should have a detailed valuation of their effecte. Pro- 
perty is generally very inadequately insured, and in case of loss insurers 
suffer accordingly. DEBENHAM, STORR & SONS (LIMITED), 
26, King-street, Covent-garden, W.C. 2, the well-known valuere and 
chattel auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of Expert 
Valuers, and will be glad to advise those desiring valuations for any 
purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, works of art, bric-A-brac, a 


epeciality.—{Apvt.) 





The Late Vice-Chancellor, Sir Dudley 
Stewart-Smith, K.C. 


Sympathetic references were made at the sitting of the Chance 


Court of the County Palatine of Lancaster, held at St. George’s Ha 

Liverpool, on Tuesday, 13th inst. The Deputy of the Chancellor, Mr 
Roger B. Lawrence, K.| said that he was sure that they had all 
eard with profound regret and sorrow the sad news of the death of 


the Vice-Chancellor, Sir Dudley Stewart-Smith. Sir Dudley had begun 

s official duties in that court in 1912, and speedily established a high 
reputation as an excellent judge aud a worthy successor to the dis 
tingu shed line of Vice-Chancellors who held ffice before him. The 
practitioners in that court, of whom in the early part of Sir Dudley 8 
yudicial career he, the deputy of the Chancellor, had the privilege to 
be one, soon recognized in Sir Dudley a judge who combined a wide and 
sound knowledge of law and grasp of legal principles with tree comn 
sense and insight inte haman character and affairs, without which 
mere legal erudition was of little avail. Among the many qualities 

fitted Sir Dudley for his high office, his love of justice and fair 

play, and his patience and unfailing courtesy and kindness were perhaps 
the most conspicuous. The legal profession throughout the Count 
Palatine would, he felt sure, with one accord mourn his death and long 
preserve ns Memory 

Mr. Whitty said the late Vice-Chancellor had always been a good 
friend to the members of the Bar individually, and was always ready 
to assist them. He was undoubtedly a most painstaking judge, who 
never spared himself in order to arrive at a conclusion which was in 
accordance with justice. The period of his Vice Chancellorship had be: 
overwhelmed by the war, in which he was himself subjected to 
persona anxieties that so many had felt for sons and other relatives 
That had a great deal to do with the rather premature break up 
health 


Companies. 
The Government of Victoria Conversion and 
Cash Loans. 


It will be seen from the announcement on another page that th 
London County Westminster and Parr’s Bank Limited is authorized 
by the Government of Victoria to offer to the holders of £3,964,700 
outstanding 4 per cent. Stock, due lst October, 1919, conversion at par 
to the extent of £3,000,000 into Victorian \rovernment 55 per cent 
Consolidated Inscribed Stock. The bank is further authorized to offer 
for subscription in cash Victorian Government 54 per cent. Debentur 
1924-1934 (convertible into Inscribed Stock at any time up to the 15th 
October, 1919, without charge), to an amount sufficient to make 
with the Stock converted the sum of £3,000,000, at £100 per cent., 
payable as follows £5 per cent. on application ; £95 per cent. on 29th 
September, 1919 





Legal News, 
Appointments. 

The Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster has appointed Mr. Roger 
Berxnarp Lawrence, K.C., Registrar of the Liverpool District of 
Lancashire Chancery Court, to the office of Vice-Chancellor of the County 
Palatine of Lancaster, vacant by the death of Sir Dudley Stewart-Smit 
K.C 

Mr. Rosert Ernest Moore has been appointed to be Judge of 
County Courts on Circuit No. 2 (Durham, Sunderland, and West Hartl« 


pool) in place of the late Judge Bonsey, who had resigned just before 
his death, which we announced last week. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Davip Moses Parties and Grirrita Jones Lioyp HuMPHREYs, 
solicitors (Humphreys, Phillips, & Co.), 38, Cranbourn-street, W.C., and 
20, Devonshire-chambers, 146, Bishopsgate, London. April 30. The said 
Griffith Jones Lloyd Humphreys will continue to practise at 38 
Cranbourn-street, W.C., and David Moses Phillips will continue t 
practise at 20, Devonshire-chambers, 146, Bishopsgate, E.C, 

Epwarp Francis Hentey and JAMEes LesLim SWEET, solicitors (Iliffe 
Henley, & Sweet), 2, Bedford-row, in the county of Middlesex. May 

(Gazette, May 20 


General. . 


Manchester University on Wednesday decided to confer the honorary 
degree of Doctor of Laws on Mr. H. C. Hoover, the American Food 
Administrator, General Smuts, and M. Venizelos 7 

His Honour William Denman Benson, Judge of the Sheffield County 
Court, of 10, William-street, Lowndes-square, W.. son of the late Genera 
Henry R. Benson, C.B., of Fairy Hill, left estate of gross value £23,04 

Mr. W. Killick, chief of the Income Tax Office in Woolwich Arsenal 
says the 7'imes, giving evidence at Woolwich Police-court on Monday 
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tax, mentioned that the amounts in many cases were considered irre | 
erable Mr. H vy Halkett (the m wistrate But other people are n | a > - newves 
he sy een toe cei alee’ LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
allowed to evade income tax Il do not see wil y these persons should 
not be forced to pay. I do not know whether politics is behind it, but | 18, ZLZNCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
it certainly seems to me that they ought to have been made to pay ESTABLISHED 1844. 
they were earning the money Mr. Killick There 2s a schen | DIRECTORS 
( » ) co »f ‘ on neir € rings ut ers v¢ e 
deduction of income tax from t arnings ry | T , : Croft Deverell, Esq. Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Beq 
to come under that scheme. Mr. Hay Halkett: It should have been | | : 
, | James Aus Cartmell, E William Maples, Esq. 
made compulsory If the number of people n tl place ne ! Alexander Dingwall Bateson, Esq., K Allan Ernest Messer, Esq. 
vhom the m« ney cannot be re red were ge i ki there w | sho Georg teher, Esq., K.c., M.P rhe Rt. Hon, Sir Walter G. F. Phillimore 
be greé blic indignatio: Almost every d e have about seventy. | EA i Esq Bart., D.C.L 
— saa veaien : Oi hie : rt It en | ” ‘ : ; p G. Collins, Esq Ernest Murray Pollock, K.C., K.B.8 
five of these cases in —_ . 738 ea ’ : nha time as . ry Mitton Crookende Faq M.P 
hen the country 18 In a grave finan ial position - William Dibdin, Eaq hur KR. Rivington, Esq. 
= ries Baker Dimond, Esq Mark Lemon Romer, Eeq., K.C 
—" : | John Rog irrow Gregory, Esq the Hon. Sir Charlies Russell, Bart. 
L. W. North Hickley, Esq Francis M hin Voules, Eeq 
( ourt Papers. Ar bald Herbert James, Esq. Charies Wigan, Eeq 
FUNDS EXCEED - - $5,000,000. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. A Asses Life Assurance Uranted Whole Life and Endowment Assurances 
w r at exceptionally low rates of premium, 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON W. P. PHELPS Vanager. 
EMERGENCY APPEAL CoURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Rotva. No. 1. EVE SARGANT 
Monday May 26 Mr. Joliy Mr. Farmer Mr. Leach Mr. Church | \ I | 
Tuesday ...... 27 Synge Jolly Church Farmer | ~ . Tu a WN — 
Wednesday .. 2 Bloxam Synge Farmer Jully } j ¥ 
Thursday ~... 20 Borrer Bloxam Jolly Syrge , 
Friday ........ 30 Goldschmidt Borrer Synge Bloxar Pu June 17, at Oakhan 
Saturday .... 31 Leach Guidschmidt Bloxam Borrer \\ Ju | 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice P. 0. | 
ate ASTBURY YOUNGER. PETERSON, LAWRENCE ~ ; c 
‘ ) i \ 
Monday May 26 Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. borrer Mr. Ploxam Mr, Synge | j +7) | 
Tuesday ...... 27 Leach Goldschmidt Borrer Bloxam . . > 
Wednesday .. 28 Church Leach Goldschmidt Porrer | 
Thursday .... 29 Farmer Church Leach Goldschmidt | LOT AND SOUTH WALES AND GHESTER CIRCUTI 
Friday ........ 30 Jolly Farmer Church Leach \ 
Saturday .... 31 Synge Jolly Farmer Church ] _ s uw 
] 




















against a number of Arsenal workers who had failed to pay their income 





EQUITY AND 





LAW. 








































The Summer Assizes | 
Days and places wpointed for holding 
NORTHERN CIRCUIT 

Mr. Justice Salter 


the Summer Assizes, 1919 


Mr. Justice Gree 
Wednesd iy, June | 
Saturday, June 2 
Wednesday, June I | 


m8) 
14, 


Monday, 
Monday, 


J une 


July 











WESTERN CIRCUTI! 

M Justice Lus 
Mr. Justice Sankey | 
May 19, at Salisbu 
May 22, att 
Wed 1 sday, M ty 2. at Wells 
Wednesday, June 4, at Bodmi 
Tuesday, June 10, at Exeter 
Monday, June 16, at Winchest 
Wed ies@y June 25 t Bristo 





Mond 1y, 


Thursday, Dorcheste 





SOUTH-HASTERN 
Sir J Ist ice 
Mr. Just 

M 45 Li it 

Tuesday May 20, at C 

Friday, May 23, at 

Wednesd vy, 


CIRCUIT 
Darling 1 
Horridg. 
Huntingdot |: 
unbrid 

Bury St 


May 28, a 


Saturd ay 


Edmunds 
Norwi 


Monday, June 2, at Chelmsford a 
Saturday June 14, at Hertford 
Monday, June 23, at Maidstone Sit 


Tuesday, July 1 at Guild 


Tuesday, July 


: rd 
5, at Lewes sj 
OXFORD CIRC 

Mr. Justice Bra 






Il 


Monday , 
Saturday, May 31 
Wednes lav Ju e 4 at Wo CeOBLE 
June 10, at Gloucester 
June 16, at Ménmouth 
Monday, June 23, at Hereford 
Friday, June 27, at Shrewsburv 


Wednesday, Ju ye t Stafford 


May 


Tuesday, 


Monday; 


MIDLAND CIRCTTI 

Ml Justice NShearn 

Mr. Justice Sanke G 
May 31 at A‘ 


Saturday lesbury 











































Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT 





STOCK COMPANIES 


CHAN ny 






























t i r r befor 
r delrts or 

i, & AL r a \. Belton, 7 
‘ june 30. to 
u to 

} w 
‘ , 
r ’ 
i ( t ar red 
! t there 
Rn. 4 “4 Ml 1 




















Pure G ” ( ‘ r ! n or 
their 
J » | z h ‘ 
I STOCK OOM 
ul Cn 
j F uM) 
H ) { t Y n r before 






cir dehte 
i 0 I ( ‘ ! liquidator 
s ] ’ re Jul 1. te 





served 
laimea, to 





0., | Credit «fore Jane 17 





to send 
Mims, te Philip 
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Mrxponore Wao oO . reddit . , " 
‘ end the pew ot ‘ Se rs “ oR. , or bef re 17, CoTrer, Frances, Colchester June 24. Elwes & Turner, Colchester 
‘ f their ds laime Crowson, JouN James, Vauxhall Bridge-rd., Licensed Victualler. June 9. Baxter 
& Co., 12, Victoriaet Westminster . 
Atrrep, Audenshaw, Lanes., Launderer June 16 Matthew Ha 
t Manchester : 








‘I Matt 
Heat 


RTHUR, 
pent 
EMMELINE, F 


Te RoOsAMON 


Winding-up of Enemy Businesses. 
j ( I SDA { ; es & Turner 
H. M. Daws 
June ® 


on & Webher 
Maylam, 


Whitley & Ce 
mmonwealth of Australis 


hmbrs 


Creditors’ Notices. | meworomi Witivin, Regents Avchite. une 3 Moon, ithe & 
| irtis & Ridley eh mot 


has. G. Vincent, Ryde 
14. Ormsby Taylor, Burto 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


K Roawerr 7 n-Trent r June 13. Ormsby Taylor 
ss Wrrmew. Cardiff. Contra ine 1 Those. Evan Jones, Cardiff 
HoOMAS. Whalle Ra nee ‘ une 2 Grund Kershaw, Samsor 
ne lke Sous 
Eva. Ulverstor 
am Cry~wrvonam, W 
Or urd.-«t Pr 
wes. FLOREN W ymerit ns. J Biddell 
Basingst 
ow. Mary ELLs Trad ford ! ; r ‘ Bradford 
MarTaa Witnev, Oxford r ‘ ] Sons, Wor 
t Pereevar Atrrep Mr It ne } Ww Johns 
Grav's Tr < 
oran, Jonny, Barnacre-wit ) ! 13. Forshaw 


Groreor Carer, Rickmar ort} P s. June 30. Janson 
\ Colleve-hill 
Baier, Cuantes t ‘ ' : Hettews AmMetra (MILtIceNT), chmond Tune 20. Crofton 
Wigston & ‘ lle . eter , ; 
Baines, Mecinpa Jane, Ribeheoster Brix , ' 1 ; DW THomas, Kendal, W 
Blackbur P \ sic 
Het.novse. Emma. Altre ! " . WW y. Mary Reareea. Oxf 
Berr.in, ELLEN ANNeT . if . : ree Roserr. Northfic« 
H ’ ds 2 x IEN soy, ANers 
Binks, i N \ astiefor . . P | n & CG 
_ TCH Many Janre, 


Frank, Be T staffs, Farn Tar 3 Harward & Evere. St 


How arr Joux, Warrin t nes Metal Werchant June 30 Arthur Browne 
‘ Warrington 
Hrnsow, WiittmM, Morecambe. June 16. Gannt, Foster & Co., Bradford 
I Jonx, St. Helens, Lancs, Farmer. June 30 H. Thomas, St. Helens 
MacGiuitvRray, Doxarp Paterson, St. James’-st. June 12. Holmes, Son & Fott 
Capel House, New Brond-et 
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J. Hopley Pierce & Bird, 








MacIwazs, Matcoum, Heaton Chapel, Lancs, Draper. June 17. C. H. Simpson & | Rogers, Prick, Wrexham, Denbigh, Butcher. June 17 
Simpson, Manchester ’ Wreahes 
Veasey & Co., #, King-st., Cheapside a Marchal & Themen ee. Ye 

Mrues, Maveice Wiittam Hott, M.B.. M.R.C.8.. LRP infoldawl ~ goed ena y ; — 
June 17. Russell & Arnhols, 3 and 4, Great Wine! ; : vu Emmet & 

Miter, James Atorsivs, Sloane-st., Chelsea. June 16 
Norfolk-st., Strand 

Miter, Eptzaseta Jane, Bedlington 

vne 

Mitton, Groree Epwarp, Chantilly, Franc ine ‘ win. 3 — S » Weat Dic ; " = ees 
Gray's Inn-pi. . . . haw, Sam- 

NcrweerG, Hannierr Fanny Deck, Bat! 

OverREeNnD, Jonw Ricwarp, Oaken, near Wolverhamy] 
land, Tildesley & Harris, Willenhall 

Patmen-Lovett, Crariasa Groreisa, Grosvenor-st 
Bartlett, 24, Bedford-row 

Pater, Josern Brewster, Sheffield, Pharmatiet 

Paterson, JOHN, Montpelier-rd Blackheath.” 
Michelmore, 38, Bloomsbury-sq 

Procter, Francis, Maugersbury, Glos, Farm 
the-Wold 

FrraNetry, Lots, Hastings. July 12 

Poore, ALEXANDER, Sudbury, Suffolk 
Tronmonger-lane 

Roorrs, Jane, Cardiff. June 14. Ma 


SCHLEICHER, Mary AGNES 
Bloomsbury 


Caro 


20. Ravens 


MicuELmaM, Right Hon Hresret, Baron, Hellingly, K.C.V.0. June w Morris | Rosr, Warren Jawes, Loughton, Essex, Rookselk i § Hatchett Jones. Bis 


Streathan 
1 & Uo 7 
a6 i June 


June 27 ns & Simmons. Bat 
oy » Dewsbury 


: , : : tua ’ Frederick 





Jur 


MARSHALL, WILLIAM FIRST MEETINGS 


nd LLI ’ ai ‘ 
Bankruptcy Notices. Halifex. Pet. May 1 7 eee A 
— Amos, I ats t, | ‘ » oF R 
London Garette.—Trrspay, May 6 stor Pet. M 1 ' , , : Semiiiaen 
RECEIVING ORDERS. ADJUDICATION ANNI 
ORDER 
toLTON, ALseRT EDWARD Birkenhead Bookkeeper : : : 
Birkenhead. Pet. April 15. Ord. May 2 Beit Eric Jame 
Brooks, Percrvat Caartrs, Kast Croydon. Croy Mar. 20, 1917 
Pet. Mar. 7. Ord. May 1! Res April 15 
Crruseer, James, Worthing, Seed an } + 
Brighton. Pet. April 17. Ord 1 Lond ( } 
Howarp, James, Sheerness-on-Sea, Gr r t é RECEIVING OR 
Pet. May 2. Ord. May 2 
MarsHatt, Wititam, Northowram ilifa ; BLAND, Antave ©. 8. H 
Halifax. Pet. May 1. Ord. May ret Mar. 8. Ord. Ma 
Ctaupe BexJaMin icklewood-] igh 1 MoComaer, Wit 
April 2. Ord. way M I 
Amos, Eccles, > Cey . \ Or Mea 
stone. Pet. May 1. 
Swart, Wittiam, Victoria 
Leather Goods Manufact u ot Howarp, James 
April 8 Ord. April 30 2 BH. Hig 
ToRNer, Witttam Dereineton, Green Leicester {[ARTIN Tomas (Cy! 
High Court. Pet. Dx ll. Ord 


B 


fa 


May 1 Sh der Ma 
King-st., Norwict 
FIRST MEETINGS Scorr, Amos, Eooles 

Brooks, Percivar Caries, East ovdor ay , boca — = “ 
at 11. 1, York-rd., Westminete r e-rd May 16 at 12. Off. R 

Crewes, Carnerixe Estuer, Loughboroug y 13 M roug 
at 3. Off. Ree. 1. Berrid 

LieutTroor, Grorer, Pinner 
ford-row 

Marswat, Writ, Northow f rrie Ptns 
May 15 at 2.30. County t 7 
Halifax wines 

Pratr, Cravupe Bensamin, Crickl ore \ 

12. Bankruptcy-bldgs., Cares Ord 

Riexarp, Reeinap Avevstrs un Vv t Prat _ 
P ° 7 RATT Crarpe fF 
3.15 3, Hammet-st Taunt Manager } 

Swart, Writ1aM, Victoria Park-rd i fackn RICKARD PrarmatD 
Leather Goods Manufacturer ’ 2. Ban! : P + A : 1 
ruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st 

Terser, Witttam Derrinotrox, Gre ei ; 
May 16 at 11 Bankruptcy bidygs y-s RECEIVING OR 


\ 


J 


Beatty, ERNrst W 
May 7. Ord. Ma 
Firzerratp Epwirp, Hyde Park Hotel g Catsarp, Euiza Strerr, Str 
Pet. July 4. Ord. May 2 May 9 Ord. Ma ’ 
Howazp, James, Sheerness-on-S 
Pet. May 2. Ord. May 2 
Lientroot, Grorer, Pinner, Midd urneé , Surrey, Harry, Lew I 
April 28. Ord. April 30 vl Rg Ord. M @ 


ADJUDICATIONS 


CHariry, Groner Tom 
Hornenst Pet j 
Va 


THE LICENSES AND GENERAL INSURANCE Co,, Lo. 
CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL oor selected risks. 


FIRE, BURGLARY LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY, GLASS, 
MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, etc., etc. 


Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which are distributed annually to the Policy Holders. 


THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the most complete Policy ever offered to householders, 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS' POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premiam, 
LICENSE SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 


Suitable Cl f Inserti in L d Mortgages of 
INSU RANCE. pees * col paler y yr alse eon on anaiientitins 
24, MOORGATE ST., E.C. 2. 




















For Further Information, write: 
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The List for both Conversion and Cash 
Applications will be closed on or hefore 
Wednesday, the 4th June, 1919. 


GOVERNMENT OF VICTORIA 
47 CONVERSION LOAN. 


1924-1934. 





Offer of Conversion to Holders of Victorian 
Government 4/4 Inscribed Stock maturing 
Ist October, 1919. 





° PRICE £100 PER CENT. 
Interest payable Ist AVRIL and lat OCTOBER 
First Six months’ Interest payable Ist April, 1920 
Principal repayable on the Ist October, 1934 
the Government having the option of redemp 
tion, in whole or in part, at par, on or after the 
Ist October, 1924, on giving three months’ notice, 





The Government of Victoria will comply with 

the requirements of the Colonial Stock Act, 

1900, in order that Trustees ay invest in this 

Stock subject to the provisions set forth in the 
Trustee Act, 1893 


THE LONDON COUNTY WEST 
M:NSTER AND PARR'S BANK 
LIMITED is authorised by the GOVERN 
MENT OF VICTORIA to offer to the holders 
of £3,964,700 outstanding 4 per cent 
Stor k, due lst Octolx r, 1919, conversion 
at par to the of £3,000,000 
Victorian Government D4 per cent. Con 
solidated Inscribed Stock. The half-vear’s 
Interest due Ist October, 1919, on the 
t per cent, Stock will be paid on that date 
to holders converting. The balance of the 
loan (£964,700) will be pa d off in cash at 
the date of maturity. 


extent into 


Holders of stock converting must lodge 
the prescribed forms of assent with the 
LONDON COUNTY WESTMINSTER 
Parr’s BANK Limitep, Lothbury, 
they will receive preferential allotment 


ind 


Any portion of the Stock not converted 
will be paid off at the LOoNpon CouNrTY 
WESTMINSTER AND Parr’s BANK LiMiTED, 
on the Ist October, 1919 

The Imperial Treasury has been con 
sulted under the notification of the 18th 
January, 1915, and objection 
to this issue 

Full Prospectuses and Forms for Con 
version and Cash Applications can 
obtained at the LoNDUN CouNTY \ EST- 
MINSTER AND Parr’s BANK Limitep, 41, 
Lothbury, E.C. 2, 21, Lombard Sir. et, 
E.C. 3, or at any of the Branches of the 
Bank; at the Utsrer Bank LIMITED, 
Belfast, and Branches of that Bank, and of 
Messrs. R. Nivison & Co., Bank Build 
ings, Princes Street, E.C, 2 


tises no 


be 





Telephone : 602 Holbora. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED In THE RaiGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689. 


ROBE BARR COURT 


MAKERS. TAILORS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks & Coroners. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C, 2. 


AND | 








EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. | 

(SSTABLISH ED 1835, CAPITAL PAID UP, £500,000 ) 

Parchases Reversions aud Life Interests, and Grants Loans 


thereon at annual interest, or by way ef Reversionary 
charge free of interest till the Reversion falls in. 


Apply Sece., 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, LONDON, W.C. 2. 





REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 
ESTABLISHED 1823. 
Empowered by Specia: Acts of Parliament. 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. 
LOANS on REVERSIONS and on FREEHOLD 
PROPERTY in POSSESSION. 
The Law Costs on Loans are regulated by Scale. 
Pald-up Share and Debenture Capital £764,825. 
30, Coleman St., London, E.O. 





LAW ASSOCIATION, 
For 
the Benefit 
of Widows and 
Families of Solicitors 
in the Metropolis and 
Vicinity. Institated 1817. 
Supported by Life and Annual Sub- 
eriptions and by Donations. This 
Association consists of Solicitors taking out 
London Certificates and of retired Solicitors 
who have practised under London Certificates; 
and its objects are (amongst others) : To grant relief 
to the Widows and Children of any deceased 
Member, or if none, then to other relatives 
——— on him for support. The 
elief afforded last year amounted 
to £1,572. A Subscription of 
One. Guinea per annom 
constitutes a Member 
and a payment of 
Ten Guineas Mem- 
bership for 
Life. 
Applications to be inade to the Seoretary, F. Evelyn 
Barron, 3, Gray's-inn-place, London W.C. 





INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE, 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For the Treatment of Gentlemen under the Act and 
privately. For particulars apply to 
Dr. F. 8. D. HOGG 
Resident Medical Superintenden 


Telephone: P.O 16, RICKMANSWORTH 








Ve Olde 


Cock Cavern 


CHOP HOUSE IN FLEET ST 
Is NOW OPEN 
Under New Management 


LUNCHEONS (a la Carte) i2to3 
DINNERS (Table d’ Hote) 6to9 
G. W. WRIGHT, Proprietor. 


BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 














in Flasks, price 1/4 and 2/6. 
SOLD HVERY WHERE. 


BRAND & CO., Ltd., Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, S.W. 





OOLOGIVAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS. 
4 Dally, 9 till sunset. Admission Sundays, Fellows and 
Fellows’ Orders; Saturdays and Mondays during the War 


THIS HISTORIC & OLDEST r 





6d. each ; other days ls. each ; children always 6d, 








THE CHURCH ARMY 


RECREATION 
CENTRES, 
HOSTELS, 


&c., &c., 
for MEN and WOMEN 
of H.M. Services. 


The War is Ended, but the 
Need for these Institutions, 
and other Branches 
of War- help, is not. 


PLEASE SUPPORT THEM 


Cheques crossed “ Barclays’,” payable to Prebendary 
Caa.ite, D.D., Hon. Chief Secretary, Headquarters, 
Bryanston Street, Marble Arch, London, W.1. 
(Church Army War Funds revistered under War 
Charitica Act, 1916.) 























PERIODICAL SALES, 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 


MESSRS H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
A conduct PERIODICAL SALES of 

REVERSIONS (Absolute and Contingent), 

LIFE INTERESTS and ANNUITIES, 

LIFE POLICIES, 

Shares and Debentures, 

Mortgage Debts and Bonds, and 

Kindred Interests, 
on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 
throughout the year, at WINCHESTER HOUSE Old 
Broad-street, B.C. 

Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. 2. Telegrams, “ Invari 

ably Stock, London.” Tel. Nos. 2963 and 2964 City. 


PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS, , 
\ ESSRS. H.E.FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
a 


beg to announce that their PROPERTY AUCTIONS 
will be held at WINCHESTER HOUSE, Old Broad-street, 
E.C. 
= solicitors, and trustees having properties for 
sale are respectfully invited to communicate with the 
Auctioneers, at their Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. 2, 
Telegrams : “‘Invarlably Stock, London.” Tel. Nos. 2968 
and 2964 City. 








Experts in Jewels, Antique Silver and 
other valuables. 


TO SOLICITORS, TRUSTEES and 
EXECUTORS. 


EBENHAM, STORR & SONS, Ltd., 


Auctioneers and Valuers of all classes of Property. 
Sales held in two spacious auction rooms daily, one being 
reserved for silver plate, jewellery, watches, coins, curios, 
&c., the other for furniture, pictures, bronzes, works of 
art, carpets, guns, wine, furs, &c. 


Valuations made in town and country for probate 
division, insurance and other matters. 


Apply 26 King Street, Covent Garden, London, W ©. 
Phone : 2399 Gerrard. Telegrams: ‘ Viewing,’ London. 


KNIGHT, FRANK & RUTLEY’S 
SALE ROOMS 
FOR 


JEWELS, FAMILY PLATE, PICTURES, 


FURNITURE, CHINA, 
And all classes of Valuable Property. 

SALES IN COUNTRY HOUSES, FIRE VALUATIONS. 
Special Estate Room for Auctions of Real Property 
and Investments, 

20, HANOVER SQUARE, LONDON,W |. 











WANTED, Nos. 30, 35 and 49 of Weekl 
Reporter, Vol. 64, 1905-6; 6d. will be paid fer eac 
at the office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 2 








